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OF FARMS 
IN UT A"H COUNTY 
UTAH 
by 
Walter u. Fuhriman 
and 
W. Preston Thomas 
Utah Agricultural Experiment Stati<?n 
Utah State Agricultural College 
Logan, Utah 
August 1939 
Foreword 
Project 179 of the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station-«A Study 
of the Agricultural Resources of Utah and their Utilization"-was set 
up in April 1936 as a state-wide project. The object of this project was 
to measure by areas the basic agricultural resources of the state and to 
translate the information collected into a program of more efficient use. 
The more specific objectives were: (1) classification of agricultural lands 
of Utah according to present and pote~tial productivity and use; (2) 
determination of the net productive area of agricultural lands and water 
supply now available, or which may be developed; and (3) determination 
of the present use and methods of achieving utilization of land, water, 
and other resources as they relate to the welfare of the people of the state. 
This project was set up on the basis of a la-year period, or for suf-
ficient time to make a detailed analysis by areas of the entire state. The 
first areas studied under this project were Uintah, Duchesne, and Utah 
Counties. A report on «A Study of Farm Organization by Types of 
Farms in Uinta Basin, Utah" appears in Station Bulletin 285. 
Studies under Project 179 are divided among four departments of 
the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station with a project leader for each 
particular phase of the study. Four project leaders, guided by the director 
of the Station, have constituted the committee in immediate charge of 
the project. The sub-projects are as follows: economic aspects, soil and 
crop aspects, irrigation and drainage aspects, and range aspects. 
It is planned to report the findings of each sub-project as an individual 
publication. In addition, a summary analysis' of all divisions, with recom-
mendations, will be published. 
Cooperation. This study was conducted in cooperation with the De-
partments of Agronomy and Soils, Irrigation and Drainage, and Range 
Management of the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station. 
A cI<.nrnuiedgment is made to Clyde E. Stewart, Robert E. Huber, Eldon 
J. Callister, Paul Huefner, and Glen B. Johnson, for assistance in field 
work and to Elbert Heaton and Earnest Morrison for assistance in tabula-
tions· and statistical analysis; to members of the staff of the Department of 
Agricultural Economics of Utah Agricultural Experiment Station, to Miss 
Edith Hayball for direction of the statistical work on the study, to the 
Strawberry Valley Water Users Association and United States Bureau of 
Reclamation for certain data on yields and acreage, and especially to some 
500 farmers' in Utah County whose willingness to cooperate made this 
study possible. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
This bulletin presents the economic phases of a study of the agri-
culture of Utah County. It is one of a series of studies being con-
ducted on a cooperative basis by several departments of the Utah 
Agricultural Experiment Station which is designed to measure the 
basic agricultural resources of the State of Utah and to analyze their 
utilization to the end of rendering aid in the formulation of pro-
grams for more efficient use of these resources. 
Since a major part of the data used in making the business analysis 
of Utah County farms pertains to the year 1935, it is desirable to 
obtain a view of agriculture in 1935 in relation to conditions in 
other years. Years immediately preceding 1935 were s'ome of the 
most unfavorable in the experience of Utah County farmers with 
respect to both farm production and farm prices-production having 
been reduced by drought and prices lowered by economic depression. 
While agricultural production had made considerable recovery by 
1935, crop yields were still from 5 to 10 percent below the 1926-31 
average. Crop acreage harvested, livestock numbers, and livestock 
yield were also below those of the late twenties. Because of this, total 
agricultural production in the county was from 15 to 20 percent 
and cash income from farm production about 25 percent below the 
1926-31 average. Since this decrease in production and income was 
accompanied by an increase of aro~md 15 percent in number of 
farms, the production and the income per farm in 1935 were ap-
proximately 35 percent under those of 1926-31. 
With two exceptions, the economic position of various farm en-
terprises with respect to normal was relatively the same. The excep-
tions were: (1) Low yields of fruit resulted in abnormally low in-
comes from fruit enterprises; and (2) the drought of 1934 caused a 
shortage of feed during the first months of 1935 which somewhat 
handicapped dairy enterprises. Proper interpretation of 1935 data 
must take these into consideration. 
Although income from sale of livestock and livestock products 
was' greater than from crop sales, crops provided the principal basis 
for livestock production. Livestock production was, therefore, 
affected by changes in crop production. Total crop production is 
influenced by the kinds of crops grown, by number of acres and by 
yield, each of which is affected by water supply. During the past 
20 years' annual fluctuation in water supply has been the principal 
factor in accounting for yearly changes in average crop yields in 
Utah County. Fluctuation in water supply has resulted in corres-
ponding changes in yields and some response in number of crop acres 
harvested and in kinds of crops grown. The effects of these changes 
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have been in the same direction, low water supply being accom-
panied by low yields', fewer acres of harvested crops and, over a 
protracted period, less intensive cr0'ps. The importance of water 
supply and, theref0're, the wisdom of its c0'nservation and efficient 
use should receive earnest and continued attention. 
Type of Farming Areas 
In the agricultural pattern of the cultivated areas of Utah County 
7 type-of-farming areas may be distinguished. The most defi-
nitely defined and most highly specialized is the Bench Fruit Area 
characterized by fnlit production. North and South Lake Areas', 
containing a large portion of the better farm land and half of the 
farms, present a highly diversified agriculture; the main distinction 
between these two areas being the somewhat greater intensity of 
producti0'n in North Lake particularly with respect to livestock 
enterprises. Alpine Area to' the north of North Lake, Southeast 
Bench, lying east of South Lake, and Santaquin lying southwest of 
South Lake Area partake of the general characteristics of the ad-
jacent lake areas, but soils' and topography are less uniform and, 
on the whole, not so well adapted to diversified field crops as indi-
cated by lower yield indexes. On poor land the production of sugar 
beets, potatoes, onions and tomatoes is likely to prove less profit-
able than less intensive crops. 
~'hile area differences are considerable, differences among farms 
within each area are even greater and present more possibilities for 
improving the efficient use 0'f agricultural resources. The agri-
culture of Utah County is organized on a family farm basis. Since 
87 percent of the farms in Utah County are owner-operated, the 
immediate responsibility for organizing and directing the utiliza-
tion of most agricultural resources lies with the 4,000 individual 
farm families in the county. These families' differ in the number, 
age, training and inclination of their members and in the kind, 
amount, and character of agricultural resources under their control. 
The best utilization of family labor and of resources, therefore, 
often varies considerably between neighboring farms. This diversity 
so characteristic of agriculture in the irrigated areas of Utah County 
renders most generalizations inapplicable to some individual cas'es. 
No program can be made to fit all individual situations; never-
theless, these investigations, supported by results of similar studies 
in other areas and by extensive field observation and experience, 
jus'tify certain important generalizations applicable to groups of 
similar farms in Utah County. 
The farmer who desires to make use of the information in this 
publication should carefully compare his farm with the group most 
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like his own. This should indicate in what respects his farm is in-
ferior or superior to the group average and thus disclose factors' of 
particular weakness or strength on his own farm. 
Diversified Farms 
The most typical farms in Utah County are diversified farms 
having about 40 acres of irrigated cropland, approximately 40 
percent of which is in hay, slightly less in grain and from 12 to 
15 percent in such cash field crops as sugar beets, peas, tomatoes, 
onions and potatoes. In addition to crops, these farms have livestock 
enterprises which utilize most of the hay and much of the grain 
produced. It is with respect to livestock enterprises that differ-
ences of great economic importance occur among diversified farms. 
These differences are not in number but in kind of livestock. Di-
versified farms were classified according to livestock enterprises as 
follows: crop-dairy-poultry, crop-dairy, crop-poultry, general live-
stock and general crop farms. Diversified farms having commercial 
units of the more intensive livestock enterprises-dairy and poul-
try-had slightly fewer animal units than other diversified farms 
but, because of the greater intensity of livestock enterprises, re-
ceipts from sale of livestock products were much greater. 
That the more intensive livestock enterprises resulted in more 
profitable employment of the farmer's time is evidenced by the gen-
erally large income on diversified farms having intensive livestock 
enterpris'es on a commercial scale. Although some diversified farms 
without commercial dairy or poultry enterprises had small commer-
cial units of sheep or beef cattle, there was a tendency for these to 
have a smattering of many livestock enterprises with an efficient 
economic unit in none. While diversified farming is well suited to 
Uta~ County conditions, dispersion of the farmers' activity over too 
many enterprises is not conducive to effective farm operation. Par-
ticular care shmdd be exercised in selecting livestock adapted to the 
physical and human 'resources of the fann and to provide for eco-
nomic units of these. 
The importance of well-selected livestock enterprises is apparent 
;:lmong diversified farms for, with little difference in acreage of 
cropland harvested, in number of animal units and in investment, 
those farms having commercial dairy and/ or poultry enterprises had 
distinctly higher gross' production per farm. Higher production re-
sulted in larger cash receipts, and although expenses were also great-
er, labor earnings varied directly with production, ranging from 
$177 on general crop farms with a production index of 84 to $ 879 
on crop-dairy-poultry farms with a production index of 126. 
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A prime essential to satisfactory income on Utah County fa'rms 
is adequate physical production. Small acreage O'f arable land per 
farm necessitates' either very intensive crO'Ps O'r sO'me intensive live-
stO'ck enterprise, if adequate physical prO'ductiO'n O'n the diversified 
farms is to' be achieved. 
Specialized Farms 
Specialized farms in Utah CO'unty include dairy, pO'ultry, fruit , 
truck and field-crO'P farms. Some of these, such as fruit and truck 
farms have taken advantage O'f special SO'il and climatic cO'nditions 
while land and water resO'urces O'f other specialized farms' are cO'm-
parable to thO'se O'f diversified farms. 
Specialized farms present cO'nsiderable cO'ntrast. In 1935 the 
average crO'P acreage per farm ranged frO'm 17.4 acres O'n truck to' 
44.7 acres on dairy farms, the average O'f 33.3 fO'r all specialized 
farms being 8.4 acres less than fO'r all diversified farms. Varia tiO'n 
in animal units' O'f livestock per farm was even greater. PrO'ductive 
animal units O'n fruit, truck and field-crop farms were negligible 
commercially, merely prO'viding prO'ducts fO'r family use, while 
number O'f productive animal units O'n dairy farms (3 0) and poul-
try farms (19) averaged mO're than O'n any type of diversified farm. 
The prO'PO'rtiO'n O'f cropped land in variO'us crops and the proPO'rtiO'n 
O'f tO'tal animal units in various types O'f livestock alsO' differed 
greatly among specialized farms. 
CrO'P yield O'n specialized farms averaged slightly less than O'n 
diversified farms, but this was because of exceptionally low yield O'f 
fruit. Crop yields O'n dairy and PO'ultry farms were considerably 
above thO'se O'f any of the diversified types. LivestO'ck yields were 
comparable to' thO'se O'f cO'rresponding livestO'ck on diversified farms'. 
Intensity O'f both crop and livestock production averaged sO'me-
what higher O'n specialized than on diversified farms. 
A verage capital investment including rented property ranged 
from $5,039 O'n truck to' $12,931 on dairy farms, the average fO'r 
specialized farms being $8,219 as cO'mpared with $9,295 fO'r diver-
sified farms. Cash receipts ranged frO'm $1,256 O'n field crO'P to' 
$4,052 O'n PO'ultry farms, cash expenditures from $705 O'n field 
crop to' $2,672 O'n poultry, while labor earnings O'n field crop farms 
were $360 as cO'mpared with $1,210 for PO'ultry. Differences in 
yield and in size (as measured by size index) appear to' have been 
factors of greatest impO'rtance in accO'unting for differences in in-
cO'me amO'ng specialized farms in Utah County in 1935, differences 
in these resulting in a prO'ductiO'n index O'f 74 O'n field-crO'P farms 
as compared with 134 O'n PO'ultry farms. 
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With the exception of field-crop farms', the organization of spe-
cialized farms, on the whole, appears to be fairly well adapted to 
existing conditions. Field crop farms with more than average irri-
gated cropland present opportunities for increasing yields, for pro-
viding more and better balanced employment, for increasing total 
production and for obtaining a more satisfactory farm income 
by the addition of commercial units of intensive livestock enter-
prises. 
Part-time Farms 
One-fifth of the farms in Utah County required less than 151 
man-work-days to perform the productive labor on the farm. These 
farms-designated part-time farms-followed lines of production 
similar to those of diversified farms. Crop and livestock yields 
were a little lower and intensity of production about the same as 
for diversified farms. 
The most significant feature of part-time farms' was their size. 
In acres of cropland and number of animal units, they averaged 
about one-third of that of full-time diversified farms. The size 
and the production indexes both averaged only 3 o. 
Only slightly more than one-third of the part-time farmers did 
50 or more days of work away from the farm, but since some did 
considerable work away, the average for all part-time farmers was 
53 days of work away as compared with 26 days for full-time 
diversified farmers. Labor earnings averaged $134 for part-time 
farms as compared with $517 for full-time diversified farms. Part-
time farms in Utah County in 1935 were essentially miniature di-
versified farms providing much leisure but little income rather than 
well dlled gardens or intensive livestock enterprises. 
If a farmer expects to make a living from 15 acres of cultivated 
land in Utah County, the land must be capable of intensive fruit or 
vegetable production. Crops grown on the average part-time farm 
in Utah County preclude the possibility of providing adequate in-
come from crops'. Some farmers with only about 15 acres of land 
have attained the status of full-time farmers by establishing com-
mercial poultry or dairy units. A part-time farm affords opportun-
ity for an avocation for persons whose main e~ployment and incli-
nations permit, but the fact that only one-third of the part-time 
farmers had more than 50 days of work away from the farm in 1935 
showS" that farming was their principal occupation. Part-time farms 
may also prove desirable for elderly persons. The average age of 
part-time farmers (52 years) was only 4 years above that of full-
time farmers. Most of the part-time farms in Utah Co'u.nty did not 
present favorable adjustments to the existing agricultural conditions. 
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Relation of Income to Production 
The basis of farm income is farm production. Labor earnings 
per farm on Utah County farms in 1935 increased directly with 
the quantity of production per farm-from $122 for farms having 
production indexes of less than 50 to $1,035 for farms having pro-
duction indexes of more than 150. From the point of view of the 
individual farmer, the key to better income per farm, under given 
price and cost conditions, is greater production per farm. There 
are numerous ways of increasing production, but most of them 
m ay be included under two concepts'----yield and size. There was a 
positive correlation between income per farm and each of these 
factors. 
It was previously pointed out that changes in average yield of 
crops during the past two decades have corresponded closely with 
changes in water supply. This does not mean that water supply was 
the only factor in determining yields. Yields on individual farms 
and the general average yield in the county may be increased by seed 
selection, improved practices, increased use of fertilizer, more ef-
ficient use of the water available and by many other means not 
directly covered in this investigation. Without determining the 
specific causes of differences in yield, this phase of the study of 
agricultural resources' in Utah County has shown that yields differ 
not only between areas but among farms within an area which ap-
pears to have similar soil and water conditions. This supports the 
thesis that yields are influenced by management as well as by natural 
conditions. 
The size factor frequently admits of greater response to change 
than do yields'. Size, as used in this discussion, is not measured in 
terms of acres alone but includes numbers of animals and also 
kinds of crops and of livestock. The size of a farm may, therefore, 
be increased by increasing acreage, by increasing the number of 
livestock or by increasing the intensity of crop and livestock enter-
prises. Analyses' of Utah County farms show many cases where the 
most effective and least expensive way of increasing size, and there-
by production and income, is to increase intensity particularly of 
livestock enterprises. This conclusion is supported by the fact that 
the percentage of farms in the higher income groups ris'es with in-
creases in the relative importance of the more intensive livestock 
enterprises on the farm. 
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Business Analysis of Farms In Utah County, Utah l 
by 
\Valter U. Fuhriman and W. Preston Thomas2 
Introduction 
In addition to the general objectives of project 179 this investigation 
was designed to determine causes' of farm-mortgage debt delinquency of 
farmers in Utah County, especially of those having Federal Land Bank 
loans. Since a determination of causes of delinquency involves an analysis 
of agricultural resources and their utilization, the economic phase of the 
study was broadened to include both the objectives of the study of agri-
cultural resources3 and of the investigation on mortgage loan delinquency. 
This bulletin is confined to an economic analysis of the agricultural re-
sources of Utah County with emphasis on the farm-business. Mortgage-
loan delinquency is the subject of a separate report. 
Organization and Scope 
The study is divided into three parts. The first presents an analysis of 
the development of agriculture in Utah County compared with develop-
ment in the state as a whole. Next is pres'ented a general description of the 
agricultural resources' of Utah County and of the seven type-of-farming 
areas into which the county has been divided. The main statistical bases 
of this description are farm-business records of 481 farms in Utah County. 
The third part presents a detailed analysis of these 481 records classified 
by type of farm. This analysis is presented by: (a) comparison of in-
vestment, acreage, yield, expense, and income, between farms of various 
types; (b) comparison of the more profitable and less profitable farms 
for each type of farm with the average of each particular type; and 
( c ) an analysis of causes of differences in profitableness. 
Agricultural Resources of Utah County 
Utah County is located in the north-central part of the state about 
40 miles south of Salt Lake City. Agriculturally, it is the largest county 
in the state. It ranks' first in number of farms and acres of irrigated crop-
land, and second in the number of cows milked and number of chickens 
on farms (table 1). According to the 1935 census 13 percent of the 
farms, 10 percent of irrigated cropland harvested, 10 percent of the cows 
milked, and 23 percent of the poultry of the state were in Utah County. 
1 Contribution of the Department of Agricultural Economics. 
2 Research associate professor and research professor, respectively. 
3 See foreword . 
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Table 1. Certalin agricultural resources in Utah County and in the State 
of Utah, 1934* 
Item 
Nmnber of farms 
Irrigated land from which c rops were 
harvested in 1934 t 
All cows milked , 1934 .. .... .. . 
Chickens over 3 months old on 
January 1, 1935 ... . ..... . 
Milk produced, 1934 
Eggs produced, 1934 
Unit 
Numbe r 
Acres 
Number 
Number 
Gallons 
Dozens 
State 
of Utah 
30,695 
583,183 
101,058 
2,104,521 
52,523,977 
18,891,990 
Utah county 
4,004 
60,638 
9,606 
482,365 
4,688,914 
4,742,478 
13 
10 
10 
23 
9 
25 
*From United States Census of Agriculture, 1935, Statistics by counties, 2nd series. 
tBecause of the extremely dry year, irrigated cropland harvested was less than u sua l. 
Investigations by the Department of Irrigation and Drainage, Utah Agricultural Experi-
ment Station in 193'7 and 1938, p laced the total irrigated land in Utah county including 
pastures at 90,000 acres. 
Utah County has about 1,302,000 acres of land of which approximately 
114,000 acres in 1930 were cropped land-dry and irrigated. Most of the 
remainder of the county was used for grazing range cattle and sheep. 
Percentage of total land in the major uses was' as follows: cropped land, 
9 percent; spring-fall grazing, 44 percent; summer grazing, 42 percent; 
and winter grazing, 5 percent (fig. 1). 
Fig. 1. 
FARMING LAND 
_IRRIGATED 
_DRY 
GRAZING LAND 
~ SUMMER 
rn SPRING-FALL 
o W INTER 
Land use map of Utah County. The farming sections are largely to the 
north and east of Utah Lake. (Adapted from fig. 5, Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. 
Bul.275.) 
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The agriculture of Utah County is heterogeneous rather than homo-
geneous in character. A considerable variety of crop and livestock enter-
prises occur, not alone in the county as a whole, but also on individual 
farms. Under such conditions no single enterprise may adequately repre-
sent the farm. In order to obtain an adequate understanding of farming 
operations and to pass judgment as to their relative efficiency and adapta-
bility, enterprises on a farm must be ' considered in relation to the entire 
farm unit. Yields, not of one crop but of all crops combined, efficiency, 
not of one enterprise alone but of all combined, must be taken into 
account. 
In order to facilitate analysis of the combined effect of diverse combina-
tions of crop and livestock enterprises and of varying yields, considerable 
attention in this study was given to developing methods of combining 
individual performances to show the net result in one figure. A number of 
indexes were developed.4 The base for indexes used in this study is the 
state average for 1926-31. 
Explanation of Terms 
Crop-yield index is an index in which yields of all important crops are 
combined giving each crop a weight equal to its relative importance on 
the farms or in the areas' concerned. 
Livestock-yield index is an index in which turnoff or production of 
meat and livestock products of each animal enterprise is given a weight 
equal to its relative importance on the farm or in the area concerned. 
Combined-yield index is a combination of crop and livestock yields 
weighted according to the relative importance of each on the farm or in 
the area concerned. 
Intensity index. The combined intensity index shows relative intensity 
of both crop and livestock enterprises as compared with average intensity 
of crop and livestock production for the State of Utah during the base 
period. For crops, the measure of intensity is a combination of average 
number of productive man-work-units required to produce the crops and 
average farm value of these crops' per acre. For livestock, intensity is a 
combination of number of man-work-units required to care for livestock, 
value of products produced per animal unit, and kind of livestock. 
Size index. Size index shows relative size of the farm or farms. This 
measure combines crop acres and number of productive livestock, giving 
each acre and unit of livestock a weight equal to its average relative im-
portance on farms of the state. 
Production index. Production index is the index of total production. 
Being a combination of yield, intensity and size, it represents the gross 
physical production of the farm . 
. 4 For detailed description of methods of calculating these indexes see Fuhriman, w. u. 
Some trends in Utah's agriculture, Utah Exp. Sta. Bul. 286, 1939. p. 1-9. 
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Productive man-1IJork-unit is the equivalent of 10 hours of labor at 
productive farm work for the average farmer and farm laborer in Utah. 
Animal unit is a unit used for combining numbers of various kinds of 
livestock.5 
Capital investment unless' otherwise stated is average value of opening 
and closing inventories of all property used in the farming operations, in-
cluding the farm home. 
Cash receipts are receipts from sale of crops, livestock and livestock 
products. They do not include receipts for sale of land, machinery, or 
other items commonly considered as fixed investment. 
Total receipts equal cash receipts plus net inventory increase (or less 
net decrease). 
Current expenses include all cash expenditures for farm purposes minus 
an allowance for expenditures which are in the nature of a capital outlay. 
Interest on borrowed funds is not included. 
Total expenditures are current expenses plus livestock purchases. 
Farm income is the difference between total receipts and total expendi-
tures. This represents return for the use of farm capital, return for unpaid 
family labor, and labor and management of the operator. 
Value of unpaid labor is imputed value of unpaid family labor as es-
timated by the farmer on basis of current wages of farm labor, and 
amount of work actually done by members of family. 
Labor income equals farm income minus value of unpaid labor, minus 
interest on investment. This is return to farm operator for his year's 
labor and management. In addition to this he receives' a house in which 
to live and farm produce used in his' household. 
Farm privileges are the value at the farm of farm products used in 
household plus rental value of farm house calculated at 10 percent of 
inventory. 
Labor earnings are labor income plus farm privileges. 
Family earnings are labor earnings plus value of unpaid famil y labor. 
Trends in Agriculture 
Data on farm business analysis presented in this bulletin are for the 
year 1935. As an aid to evaluating data for this single year knowledge 
of the situation in 1935 in relation to conditions in other years should 
prove helpful. 
Although acreage and yield of crops are not available for Utah County 
as a whole, data for a considerable portion of land under the Strawberry 
Valley Irrigation Project, which covers the larger part of the irrigated 
area in the southern half of Utah County, are available. 
5 For basis used in this study see Ibid. , p. 7. 
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Trends in Acreage of Crops Under Strawberry Valley Project 
Alfalfa, wheat, and sugar beets were the principal crops produced on 
cultivated lands under the Strawberry Valley Irrigation Project during 
the period 1921-25. Alfalfa occupied 43.7 percent, wheat 23.2 percent, 
and sugar beets 19.1 percent of cropped land making a total of 86 per-
cent for these three crops (table 2). Ten years later these still remained, 
in terms of combined acreage, the most important crops, but alfalfa had 
increased while wheat and sugar beets had decreased in relative importance. 
Table 2. Acreage of ct-ops on cultivated lands under Strawberry Valley 
Irrigation ProJ'ect , Utah County, Utah* 
(Average 1921-25 and 1931-35) 
Average acres reported 
Crop 1921-25 1931-35 1931-31> adjusted* 
Change in 
acreage 
1921-25 to 
1931-35t 
Alfalfat 
acres 
12,839 
pe1'cent 
43.7 
acres 
15,268 
percent 
48.8 
acres 
14,347 
acres 
1,508 
percent 
12 
Wheat ........... ... ... . 
Barley ......... .. . . . .... . 
Oats .... . ...... . . ... . . . . 
6,815 
538 
1,461 
All small grain§ ..... .. ... 8,818 
Total extensive crops ... .. 21,667 
Sugar beets . .... ........ . 
Potatoes ........ . .. .. .. . . 
Peas ....... . .... . . .. . ... . 
Tomatoes .... . ... . .. . . . . . 
TotalIT .. . . . .. .. .. . .. ... . . 
Apples ......... . . .... . . . 
Peaches ...... . . .. ... . . .. . 
All fruit 
Truck** .... .. . . . ....... . 
Corntt ... . ............. . 
All other . ... ........... . 
Total intensive crops . . , 
Total 
6,621 
386 
298 
102 
6,493 
ll5 
2:13 
501 
289 
388 
80 
7,751 
29,408 
23.2 
1.8 
5.0 
30.0 
73.7 
19.1 
1.3 
1.0 
.3 
22.0 
.4 
.8 
1.7 
1.0 
1.3 
.3 
26.3 
100.0 
5,873 
2,081 
1,082 
9,039 
24,307 
3,674 
274 
1,039 
212 
5,126 
209 
462 
1,060 
364 
351 
88 
6,989 
31,296 
18.7 
6.6 
3.5 
28.9 
77.7 
11.4 
.9 
3.3 
.7 
16.3 
.7 
1.5 
3.4 
1.2 
1.1 
.3 
22.3 
100.0 
5,519 -1,296 
1,956 1,418 
1,017 -444 
8,494 -324 
22,841 1,184 
3,359 -2,262 
258 -127 
977 679 
199 97 
4,817 -1,676 
196 
434 
996 
342 
330 
82 
81 
201 
495 
53 
-58 
2 
-19 
264 
-30 
-4 
5 
-40 
-33 
228 
96 
-26 
70 
86 
99 
18 
-15 
2 
6,567 -1,184 -15 
29,408 o 
* These data were computed from the annual reports of the Strawberry Valley Water 
Users' Association. Since the area included in the reports differed slightly from year to 
year, differences in a creage reported have no definite significance. In order to show trend 
in acreage in various crops, acreage for 1931-35 was adjusted by multiplying the 1931-35 
actual acreage reported by 0.9397 in order to remove effect of increase in total reported 
acreage. 
t Calculated on adjusted acreage basis. 
Hncluding a few acres of clover. 
§Including rye plus three crops listed immediately above. 
IT Field beans plus four crops listed immediately above. 
**Largely garden. 
t tIncluding sorghll'Dl, silage, and fodder . 
In addition to unsatisfactory prices and increased competltlon from 
other crops, reduction in sugar-beet acreage resulted from infestation of 
sugar beet nematode and curly-top diseas'e spread by the beet leafhopper 
(white fly).6 
6 Knowlton, George F. The beet leafhopper in northern Utah. Utah Exp. Sta. Bul. 
234. 1932. 
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The decrease in spring wheat acreage which has been advocated by 
agricultural leaders for many years was more than offset by an increase 
in barley acreage, but as there was also a decrease in oats, the net result 
was a slight decrease in total acreage of small grains'. The decrease of 
2,262 acres in sugar beets and of 127 acres in potatoes was only partially 
offset by increased acreage in peas and tomatoes so that there was a net 
decrease of 1,676 acres (2 6 percent) in this group of four relatively in-
tensive field crops. Acreage of fruit doubled during the period, but 
still constituted only 3.4 percen t of total cultivated land. 
The relative portion of land in various crops changed considerably 
from year to year, but rather well-defined trends are observable (table 
3). The percentage of cropland in alfalfa was upward until 19 30, and 
downward after that date. Barley acreage showed a marked increase. The 
percentage in wheat was downward until 1932 but has been upward since 
then. A creage of sugar beets showed a generally downward trend but 
fluctuated considerably throughout the period. 
Table 3. Crops grown under Stra,wberry Valley Irrigation Project, 1917-38 
(Expressed as percentage of total cr opped a cres) * 
Crops 
Year Sugar T ota l Alfalfa Wheat Barley beets Fruit Other 
percent p ercent percen t p ercent p e1'cent p m'cent 1JeTc ent 
1917 . ..... . .. . .. . .... .. 29 34 2 21 1 13 100 
1918 29 37 2 19 1 12 100 
1919 .. . . . . . . . . ... . . .... 31 26 1 29 2 11 100 
1920 ... . .. . ..... 32 31 1 23 1 12 100 
1921 ... ... ... . . 42 28 1 19 1 9 100 
1922 . . .... .. . ... . 45 25 2 15 1 12 100 
1923 41 21 2 23 2 11 100 
1924 . ..... . . . .... .. .. .. 44 26 2 22 2 4 100 
1925 46 21 2 15 3 13 100 
1926t . . ..... .... ... . ... 51 21 3 13 2 10 100 
1928 .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. 51 20 4 10 3 12 100 
1930 56 ]6 4 10 3 11 100 
1931 52 16 4 14 3 11 100 
1932 . . ....... . . .. . .. . . . 51 16 6 13 3 11 100 
1933 49 17 6 15 3 10 100 
1934 ._ .. . ........... . 47 22 8 8 4 11 100 
19;35 44 24 11 6 4 11 100 
1936 . . .. ... . ... 44 28 12 4 3 9 100 
1937 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 25 12 7 3 11 100 
193~ ... . .. . .. . ... 38 25 13 7 3 14 100 
*Pasture and wild hay acreage not included. tData for 1927 and 1929 are not a vailable. 
T rends in Intensity of Crop Production, 
The principal shift in crops under the Strawberry Valley Project be-
tween 1921 -25 and 1931-3 5 was a shift from sugar beets, a relatively 
intensive use of land, to alfalfa . The net shift from the more intensive 
crops to the m ore extensive was 1,184 acres, or 4 percent of t otal acreage. 
This constituted an ,increase between the two periods of 5 percent in ex-
tensively cropped acreage' and a decrease of 15 percent in intensively 
cropped acreage. 
While the crop-intensity index f or the state fluctuated considerably 
from year to year, the trend during the period 1917-36 was downward. 
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Decreased acreage of sugar beets, potatoes, and apples has been the princi-
pal cause of decreased intensity of crop production in the state (table 4). 
Table 4. Crop-intensity indexes for Strww'berry Valley Irrigation Pr oject 
and State of Utah, 1917 to 1938* 
(State average 1926-31=100) 
Strawberry Valley 
Year State of Uta h t Irrigation Project HighIine division 
index index index 
1900 101 138t 
1910 ......... . 101 142+ 
1917 .. . ...... . . . .. . . . . .. 118 165 15 
1918 ... . . . .. . . 113 163 153 
1919 .. . .. . . .. ..... 116 190 
1920 . . . . . .. . ... . 117 178 168 
1921 .............. . .. . .... 114 159 145 
1922 107 155 152 
1923 ... . . . . . ... . 108 182 166 
1924 .......... . .. . . . .... .. . 108 162 154 
1925 . . . . .... . ....... 104 166 160 
1926 . ..... . ... .. ... .... .. ... 100 155 148 
1927 ....... . .... . . ... . . . .. . . 102 iS5 141 1928 ......... . . .. . .. .... . 103 132 
1929 . . ... . . .. .. ... . . 98 127 
1930 .. . . ...... ... . . .. 100 159 133 
1931 ........ . ...... .. .... .. . 100 166 141 
1932 . ... . .... . .... 102 149 142 
1933 106 1·51 146 
1934 . . .... . ... . .... .. . ...... 101 134 125 
1935 . . .. . ..... 104 133 137 
1936 .. .. ....... .. .. 102 113 125 
1937 ....... . ... . . .. . .... 104 122 134 
1938 ............ . ... 103 155 133 
Average 1921-25 . .. . .. .. .. . . 108 165 155 
Average 1931-35 ... . . .. . . . . .. 103 147 138 
*For m ethod of computing intensity indexes see Fuhriman, W . U. Some trends in Utah's 
agriculture. Utah Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 286. 1939. 
t Data from Fuhriman, op. cit. 
t Data are for Utah County as a whole. They were computed from United States Census 
for 1910. 
Intensity indexes for the Strawberry Valley Irrigation Project as a 
whole, while higher than the state indexes, show a greater decline during 
the period since 1919. Intensity indexes for. the Highline division are 
below other divisions. 
Trends in Crop Yields 
Crop yields under the Strawberry Valley Irrigation Project in Utah 
County have varied considerably from year to year (table 5). The great-
est variation occurred in fruit yields. Yield indexes for apples ranged 
from 8 to 216 and for peaches from 1 to 141. Of the major crops, sugar 
beets showed greatest fluctuation in yields, the index ranging from 34 
to 132. Yields of alfalfa were less variable. The yield index never was 
below 89 until the drought period and then remained less than 90 from 
1931 to 1935. Yields of wheat showed least variation over the period, 
the index in the drought year 1934 being 67 for spring wheat and 71 for 
barley while that for sugar beets was 34 and for alfalfa 44. 
Yields of alfalfa on all divisions of the Strawberry Valley Project were 
above the state average for the period 1921-25 and, with the exception 
of the Highline division, were also above state average during the drought 
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Table 5. C?"OP yield indexes, Stra,wberTY Va,lley I r?'iga,tion P?"oject, Uta,h 
County, Uta,h, 1918-38 
(State average, 1926-31=100) 
Spring Sugar Pota- '1'oma-
Year Alfalfa wheat Barley Oats Corn beets toes toes Apples Peaches 
index index index index index index index index index index 
1918 ..... . ... . 89 76 106 80 77 101 76 89 89 85 
1919 ...... .. ... 104 70 65 82 91 88 71 103 75 141 
1920 115 93 107 105 95 103 77 31 6 64 
1921 . ... . .. . .. 119 91 118 113 92 94 88 55 136 138 
1922 111 97 98 108 133 98 90 146 74 
1923 .......... 137 117 111 114 101 94 84 216 138 
1924 119 82 76 98 101 62 67 36 74 115 
1925 137 111 111 108 129 114 80 95 129 1 
1926 115 83 44 32 55 45 59 49 96 65 
1927 
1928 100 107 104 106 135 103 43 106 66 
1929 . . ... . ..... 
1930 93 100 101 107 89 109 84 105 169 59 
1931 74 93 94 97 105 90 78 93 31 67 
1932 . . ....... . . 85 115 1]4 116 109 132 70 108 102 70 
1933 74 91 95 102 91 107 72 74 37 1 
1934 44 67 71 56 53 34 26 45 60 24 
1935 ... .... .... 89 122 123 118 69 104 59 49 52 72 
1936 100 104 104 105 112 118 82 70 90 45 
1937 97 108 94 102 104 108 90 59 108 6 
1938 100 109 117 107 130 124 80 87 159 80 
period 1931-3 5 (table 6). For the project as a whole, yields of wheat 
were above the state average in 1921-25 and continued at about the s'ame 
level for the period 1931-35 while state yields decreased. Yields of sugar 
beets, while above the state average in the Springville-Mapleton Division, 
were, for the project as a whole, below the state average in 1921-25, but 
above for 1931-35. 
The crop-yield index for the State of Utah has shown considerable de-
crease since 1930, the average for 1931-35 being 81 as compared with 
109 for 1921-25 and 106 for 1926-30 (table 7). Until 1931, except for 
the years 1924 and 1926 when yield of sugar beets was' unusually low, 
the crop-yleld index in the Strawberry Valley Project never fell below 
90. During the drought years following 1930 the index fell consider-
ably but remained above 80 except for 1934 when it was 47. 
For the Highline division, yield index has been above 100 but three 
times. For the period 1921-25 it averaged 96 and for 1931-35, 74. 
Yields in Springville-Mapleton and Spanish Fork, although above state 
average during the recent drought period, were, nevertheless, much below 
usual yields for these areas. 
Relation of Crop Yield to Water Supply 
Irrigation water supplies for Utah County as' a whole are obtained from 
mountains on the south and east of the agricultural lands (fig. 2). Water 
inflow from the west is negligible. (On the north, Jordan River forms the 
outlet from Utah Lake and Valley.) 
Beginning on the southwest and going toward the northeast, then 
continuing toward the north, the streams which supply water for irri-
gation purposes are: Currant Creek, Summit Creek, Spanish Fork River, 
Hobble Creek, Rock Creek, Provo River, and American Fork Creek. With 
Table 6. Crop yields for principal crops by divisions of Strawbe?"?'y Valley Irrigation Pro ject compared with average yields 
for the State of Utah, 1921-25 and 1931-35 
Average yield per acre 
Area Spring Sugar 
Alfalfa wheat Barley Oats Corn beets Potatoes Tomatoes Apples Peaches 
Unit . .. . .... . .. . ... .... .. . .... .. tons bu. bu. bu. b~t. tons bu. t01tS bu. bu. 
State of Utah: 
1921-25 . . ... ... ... . .. ... .......... 2.7 22 36 39 24 11.4 165 11.1 128 227 
1926-31 .... .. ... .... . ... . ..... . ..... 2.7 30 40 38 27 11.4 153 8.7 108 165 
1931-35 ........ . .. ........ .. ......... ... . .. . . 1.9 18 34 32 20 8.0 132 9.2 93 22 
S t rawberry Valley Irrigation Project: 
Entire project 
1921-2-5 . . . . . .. ... 3.4 30 41 41 30 10. 5 ] 25 7.2 122 154 
1931-35 .......... 2.0 29 40 37 23 10 .7 93 6.4 63 77 
H ighline Division 
1921-2-5 . . . . . . . . . . 3.2 24 32 36 27 9.6 128 6.5 103 143 
1931-35 . . ............ . . .... . ....... 1.8 24 32 32 22 9.1 90 6.0 67 137 
Springville-Mapleton Division 
1921-2,5 .. ........... . .. 3.6 37 53 57 38 13.1 117 7.0 153 232 
1931-35 . . ... . .. . .. .. ..... . . . ... . ... 2.2 33 48 43 34 12.8 116 7.8 65 . 75 
Spanish Fork Division 
1921-2,5 . . .. . . ... ....... 3.5 36 51 41 36 10.5 115 6.6 128 171 
1931-35 .. . . . .... ... . .. 2.1 32 45 37 27 10.4 81 5.4 52 70 
~ 
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Table 7. Combined crop-yield indexes 
(State average 1926-31=100) 
Strawberry Valley Project 
Year State of Entire Springville- Spanis h Utah * project Hig hline Mapleton Fork 
index index index index index 
1899 85 97 t 
1909 105 98 t 
1918 101 91 74 
1919 .... ~ .. . ....... . .. 82 90 
1920 .......... . ....... 104 102 91 
1921 . .. . . . .. . . 101 104 96 114 108 
1922 .... . . . . .. .. 110 99 95 123 106 
1923 . . . ... . ... 113 108 101 127 115 
1924 . . ...... . .. 85 81 75 III 7 
1925 138 113 113 115 ll , 
1926 112 81 70 
1927 .. . .. . ..... . . . . . . . 110 91 
1928 ....... . ..... . . .. 110 96 90 
1929 . ....... . .. 97 99 
1930 ...... . .... 99 101 99 
1931 . . . .. .. . ... 72 83 76 88 86 
1932 ...... . .. . . 97 110 99 111 115 
1933 .... . . . . ... . .. 85 86 75 91 92 
1934 . . . . . . . . . . . 60 47 38 51 51 
1935 .. . .... . .... . . . . .. 92 98 83 104 11 0 
1936 ... . . .. . .. 95 98 89 
1937 .... . ... .. . 96 94 86 
1938 . ..... . . . .. . . . .. 103 110 107 
Average 1921-25 109 101 96 118 105 
Average 1931-35 81 8·5 74 89 91 
*Data from Fuhriman, op. cit. t For entire county, based on census data . 
the exception of Spanish Fork River and Provo River all of the streams 
are smail , and thus far, without much storage for irrigation. The late-
season flow of Currant Creek is supplemented by storage water released 
from Mona Lake reservoir in Juab County. Water supplies from the 
other small streams are usually sufficient until about July 1 of each 
season after which they are seriously inadequate. 
Strawberry reservoir which stores water in the Colorado River basin 
has a capacity of 278 ,000 acre-feet. A tunnel from this reservoir diverts 
the stored water into Spanish Fork River and thus into the Great Basin 
and Utah Valley area. The storage capacity is adequate, and 30,000 acres 
of Utah County agricultural land are provided some water from this 
source. There is no storage on Hobble Creek which is' next north of 
Spanish Fork River, but much of the land for which Hobble Creek pro-
vides early-season water obtains a late-season supplemental water supply 
from Strawberry reservoir. 
Provo River and its tributaries, together with an annual contribution 
of 5,000 acre-feet from the Weber River drainage area through the Echo 
Project canal of the Bureau of Reclamation, provide supplemental water 
for approximately 20,000 acres of land in Utah County. There are 13 
small reservoirs on the head waters' of Provo River having a total storage 
capacity of 10,400 acre-feet. Some of the water from these reservoirs 
is used for Salt Lake County lands. 
Deer Creek reservoir on the Provo River now under construction will 
have a gross storage capacity of 147,000 acre-feet. Part of the water 
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~ IRRICATED LAND 
Fig . 2. Sources of water supply for irrigated lands of Utah County. In addition 
to water from the Utah Lake drainage area, Utah County farms obtain 
water from Duchesne and Weber River drainage areas. 
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from this reservoir will be available for Utah County lands north of 
Hobble Creek area and this will greatly improve the late-season w~ter 
supply. 
American Fork Creek on the north thus far has no storage for irriga-
tion but much of the land to which it provides early-season water now 
obtains late-season water from Provo River reservoirs, and upon com-
pletion of the Deer Creek Project these lands will obtain additional 
late-season supplemental water supplies. In these lands the water table 
is high and pumping-may prove attractive. Already some lands are pro-
vided from artesian water supplies at nominal cost. 
It is noteworthy that, in addition to using all of the controllable Utah-
Lake-drainage-area natural stream flow for irrigation, water is brought 
into Utah County from two water sheds which drain elsewhere; namely: 
the Duchesne River through the Strawberry tunnel, and the Weber River 
through the new Government canal. 
The late-season water from reservoir systems that store water for Utah 
County lands is spread over approximately 50,000 acres or roughly five-
ninths of the area irrigated in 1937 and 1938. 
The most important variable affecting crop production under Utah 
conditions is water available for plant growth. Changes in annual precipi-
tation furnish a rough measure of water supply. Although plant growth 
is influenced by many other factors, there is a marked correlation be-
tween annual precipitation and crop yield. This relationship for the 
period 1917 to 1937 is shown graphically in figure 3. 
Index 
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Fig. 3. Annual indexes of crop yield and precipitation, Utah, 1917-38. Yearly fluc-
tuations in crop yield have been closely associated w it h changes in annual 
precipitation. 
A similar correlation exists between water supply and crop yields 
under the Strawberry Valley Irrigation Project in Utah County (table 8), 
and under the Highline division of the project. The critical position of 
water supply in relation to crop yields is illustrated in figures 4 and 5. 
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Table 8. Indexes of water supply and crop yield 
Strawberry Valley 
State of Utah* Project Hig hline division 
Year Water Crop Water Crop Water Crop 
supplYT yield :!: supply§ yield :!: supply§ yield:!: 
index index index index index index 
1918 .. .. .. . . ... ... . 84 101 88 91 85 74 
1919 ..... .. . ...... 78 82 90 90 88 81 
1920 . . . . . . . . . . 122 104 117 102 106 91 
1921 . . . .. ... . ... 111 101 128 104 120 96 
1922 ..... . .... 124 110 127 99 110 95 
1923 ...... . .. .... .. 127 113 123 108 117 101 
1924 ... . ..... ... 77 85 96 81 99 75 
1925 . . . .. .. ..... 127 138 111 113 110 113 
1926 ...... . .. . 91 112 93 81 95 70 
1927 111 110 112 10811 112 91 
1928 ... .. ... . . . . . . . 97 110 99 96 97 90 
1929 .. . .. .... ... . . . 93 97 102 10211 100 99 
1930 . . ... . ..... 89 99 94 101 92 99 
1931 .. . ..... ... .... 77 72 80 83 86 76 
1932 ...... ........ . 98 97 98 110 87 99 
1933 .. ... .. .. . 82 85 88 86 85 75 
1934 .. .... .. . . . ... . 58 60 48 47 45 38 
1935 . . ... . . .. ...... 104 92 95 98 88 83 
1936 . . . .......... .. 97 95 98 98 92 89 
1937 ............. . 96 96 99 94 96 86 
1938 . . ........ 94 103 102 110 93 107 
*Data from Fuhriman, op. cit. 
t Based on precipitation for crop years September to August; average 1875-1936= 100. 
:!:State average yield 1926-31=100. 
§Based on annual precipitation for state and water diversion into canals. Each factor 
given equal weight. 
1IEstimated from incomplete data. 
In view of the fact that Utah County farmers have made such large 
expenditures for the construction of irrigation canals and reservoirs and 
that there is still need for additional water supplies, it is evident that they 
should make special effort to use the available water in the most efficient 
manner practical. Realizing the vital importance of efficiency in irriga-
tion practices the Experiment Station is now making detailed studies of 
Index 
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Fig. 4. Crop yield and water supply, Strawberry Valley Irrigation Project. Yearly 
fluctuations in crop yield have been closely associated with changes in 
w ater s upply. 
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Fig. 5. Crop yield and water supply, H ighline Division of St rawber ry V a lley I rri-
gation P r oject. Crop yields, although showing wider fluctuations, have 
t ended to vary with water supply. 
irrigation efficiencies on typical Utah CO'unty farms with a view to' find -
ing the irrigation methods and practices that will enable irrigators to get 
maximum crop production from their water supplies. 
Trends in Livestock Production 
In general, total number of productive livestock, intensity of live-
stock enterprises and, to a less extent, yields from livestock in Utah 
increased until about 1930 (table 9).7 After 193 0 a decrease in both 
Table 9. Trends in livestock production, State of Utah, 1924-38·* 
umber of Intensity 
Yea r pr oductive of Livestock Livestock 
animal units p r oduction yield production 
1000 index index index 
1924 949 95 97 86 
1925 922 96 98 87 
1926 .. . .. . . ... . . . ... . ... 930 97 103 95 
1927 966 99 98 95 
1928 . . .. . ......... . . 991 100 104 104 
1929 . . . . . . . . . . . 1,021 101 96 98 
1930 .. ....... . . .. . . . .. . 1,016 102 101 105 
1931 1,037 102 98 103 
1932 . ...... ..... . 1,026 102 81 83 
1933 9 6 103 9 91 
1934 993 104 91 89 
1935 .......... 897 105 92 87 
1936 .. .. . ..... 918 105 98 96 
1937 943 103 98 94 
1938 ......... .. . 916 
'" Data from Fuhriman, op . ci t. Base period f or indexes is 1926-31. 
numbers and in yield occurred so that livestock production decreased 
sharply. Largely because of decreased numbers result ing from the 1934 
drought, livestock production in 1935 was· only 87 percent of the 1926-31 
average. 
7 For more complete discussion, see Fuhriman , op. cit. 
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Comparable data for Utah County are not available but the census 
shows a reduction from 1929 to 1934 of 9 percent in cows milked and 
23 percent in milk produced.s This large reduction in this important 
livestock industry indicates that reduction in livestock numbers and in 
yield in Utah County was probably comparable to that shown for the 
state. 
Trends in Average Size of Farm 
Traditionally, size of farm has been measured in terms of area. Be-
cause of wide variation in productivity of land, total acreage as a measure 
of economic size of farm in Utah is of slight significance. Acres of har-
vested crops is a better measure. Acres of crops harvested per farm in-
creased from 35.3 in 1910 to 47 .1 in 1923 (table 10). Since then the 
trend has been downward s'o that by 1937 the average per farm ' was 
34.4 acres . 
Table 10. Trends in average size of fa?-m in Utah, 1900-37 
(For index figures, 19~6-31=100) 
Crop acres Animal Cash 
Yecu' harvested units per Combined Combined Production income 
per farm* farm* intensity size per farm* per farmt 
aCTes A.U. index index index index 
~900 35.5 438 96 99 
L910 35.3 39.2 97 93 
1920 44.0 37.1 103 104 
1921 . .. .. . . . ... . .. 45.0 36.1 102 102 
1922 47.5 36.4 100 102 
1923 47.1 36.8 101 104 
1924 .. . . . .. . . . 39.9 36.1 101 97 88 100 
1925 43.4 35.6 100 99 116 125 
1926 42.8 36.2 98 96 103 106 
1927 43 .5 37.0 100 100 104 108 
1928 ..... .... .. 41.9 37.7 101 102 109 120 
1929 ... .. . . .. . 42.7 37.8 99 100 97 111 
1930 !!.3.9 37.8 101 103 103 91 
L931 40.8 37.0 101 99 85 64 
L932 42.3 35.2 102 98 86 46 
1933 40.9 33.8 104 96 84 48 
1934 .... .. .... 32.4 31.5 102 81 64 50 
1935 .. . . . .. .. . . 32.9 29.6 105 81 74 58 
1936 341 29.6 103 81 r,9 67 
1937 34.4 28.9 104 81 78 74 
* Tn calculating average pel' farm, the number of farms reported by the census was 
used. For other than census years s traight interpolations between numbers at census 
da tes were u sed. 
t Average cash income for 1926-31 was $1,956. 
Another measure of size is number of livestock per farm. The trend 
in livestock numbers per farm in terms of animal units, has been down-
ward since 1900. From an average of 43.8 in 1900, animal units per 
farm decreased to 28 .9 in 1937. Neither acres harvested nor number of 
animal units take fully into account the effect of relative intensity 
of crop and livestock enterprises'. Combined size index, which takes into 
account not only acres of cropland harvested and number of animal 
Cows of all kinds milked during all or any part of year, 1929, 10,542; 1934, 9 ,606. 
Gallons of milk produced 1929, 6,077,420 ; 1934, 4,688,914 . 
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units, but also differences in intensity among these, furnishes a more 
satisfactO'ry measure O'f size Qf farm. 9 
The combined size index fO'r Utah farms decreased from 99 in 1900 
to' 93 in 1910 and then increased to 104 in 1920. This increas'e was the 
result Qf increased crop acres and increased intensity O'f production which 
were only partially effset by decrease in animal units. From 1920 to 
the present the trend has been distinctly dO'wnward. Decreases in acreage 
and in animal units per farm have been only partially O'ffset by slight 
increase in intensity Qf production. The change from 104 in 1920 to' 81 
in 1937 shQWS a reductiO'n in size ef farm of nearly Qne-fourth during 
this period O'f 17 years. 
The index of prQduction per farm takes intO' account both size and 
yield. PrQduction indexes per farm have decreased even mO're rapidly 
than size. From a high of 116 in 1925 the index decreased to' a lew of 
64 in 1934. Although production per farm has increased some since 1934, 
the IO'ng-time trend appears to' be distinctly dO'wnward. This dQwnward 
trend is to a considerable extent the result of increased number of farms 
in Utah with little increas'e in develO'pment O'f resources used fer agri-
cultural production. During the 7-year period 1924-30, the productiO'n 
index per farm averaged 103 as cO'mpared with 79 during the follO'wing 
7 years, 1931-37. 
Because of lower prices of farm prO'ducts cash incO'me per farm had 
declined mO're than farm production, reaching in 1932 a IO'W of 46 per-
cent of the 1926-31 average. 
For the 7 years priO'r to' 1931 cash incO'me was 109 percent O'f the 
1926-31 average as cO'mpared with 58 percent fQr the 7 year period 
1931-37. 
Trends in Production Per Farm 
The number of farms in Utah County increased frO'm 3,561 in 1930 
to' 4,004 in 1935. As already indicated a considerable decrease in live-
stock production occurred between 1929 and 1934. The United States 
census reported 86,954 acres' O'f irrigated cropland harvested in Utah 
CO'unty in 1929 as cO'mpared with 60,638 acres in 1934-a decrease of 
30.3 percent. While harvested acreage in 1934 was unusually IO'w, 
acreage in Utah County has probably averaged less since 1931 than dur-
ing the previQus decade. With a decrease in tO'tal crop and livestock prO'-
duction it is apparent that, with an increase in farms, average productiO'n 
per farm must have experienced considerable decreas'e. While data are 
not available for Utah County, trends in this county have prO'bably been 
in the same general directiO'n as those fO'r the state. 
FrO'm the foregQing analysis it appears that yields from crops and from 
livestock in Utah County in 1935 were from 5 to 10 percent belO'W the 
1926-31 average and number O'f livestock abO'ut 10 percent belO'w, so 
9 For m ore complete description of size index, see Fuhriman, op. cit. 
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that total agricultural production in the county was probably around 
20 percent below, and cash receipts of $1,764 per full-time farm in 1935 
were from 30 to 40 percent below those for 1926-31.10 
It may be further noted that reduction in livestock numbers due to 
the drought of 1934 had considerable influence on livestock yields during 
the early part of 1935, particularly on butterfat production. This would 
place dairy enterprises at some disadvantages in 1935. 
Analysis by Type of Farming Areas 
Description of Areas 
On the bases of field observation and the farm-business records ob-
tained the cultivated area of Utah County was divided into 7 type-of-
farming areas'. Six of these are included in this reportll (fig. 6). 
Bench Fruit Area is the most definitely defined area. It consists of 
a strip of bench land extending from Pleasant Grove on the north to the 
northern edge of Mapleton Bench southeast of Springville. The soils of 
this area are usually porous and well drained and contain considerable 
amounts of gravel and sand. The agriculture of the area is characterized 
by fruit production. 
Nearly 80 percent of full-time farms,12 in the area in 1935 were spe-
cialized fruit farms. The principal tree fruits were apples, peaches, pears, 
and apricots. Strawberries, raspberries, and tomatoes were grown exten-
sively. Most fruit farms did not grow fruit exclusively. The diversified 
farms of the area as a rule produced some fruit together with other crops 
and had a dairy or poultry enterpris'e. 
About 16 percent of the farms in Utah County were in this area. Part-
time farms were equal in number to 35 percent of the full-time farms 
(table 11). 
North Lake Area includes the land between the bench and the lake from 
Jordan River to Provo. Its soils were deposited on the floor of a lake of 
which Utah Lake is a remnant. They show considerable variation, rang-
ing from sandy and gravelly soils near the bench to heavy muck soils 
at the lake's edge. Most of the farmerS' live in towns which are, for the 
most part, located just under the bench along the eastern and northern 
borders. About 30 percent of the farms in Utah County are in this 
area. Farming in the area and on most of the individual farms is of a 
10 For the State of Utah the cash income per farm of $1,128 in 1935 was 58 percent 
of the 1926-3 1 average. See Fuhriman, op. cit., p. 28. 
11 The farming land of the area west of Jordan River and Utah Lake known as the 
Cedar Fort Area is cropped largely to dry-land wheat. In number of farms and crop 
production this area is of little importance. Farm business records were not obtained 
from farm ers in this area and it is not included in subseguent analyses. 
] 2 The percentage is for the sample of farms but inasmuch as the sample is considered 
representative of the county, the simple term "county" will be used to designate averages 
for the county sample. For distinction between full-time and part-time farms see p. 39 
and 40. 
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Fig. 6. T yp e of farming a reas in Utah County. In t he a gricultural pattern of the 
irrigated areas, six type of farmin g areas may be distinguished. 
diversified character. Four classes of somewhat specialized farms- dairy, 
poultry, truck, and field crop-account for around 38 percent of all full-
time farms . The other 62 percent are diversified farmS'. In both spe-
cialized and diversified groups, dairying is the most important livestock 
enterprise, 30 percent of all full-time farms being dairy or crop-dairy 
farms . Poultry production is the next most important livestock enter-
prise, 19 percent of the farms being poultry or crop-poultry farms . 
Farms that have important dairy or poult ry enterprises constitute abou t 
60 percent of all full-time farms. Eight percent of full-time farms are 
truck farms . This is the only area having a considerable number of truck 
Table 11. Distribution of farm records by farm type and type of fa'rming co'ea Utah County, 1935 
Number of farms Percentage of full -time farms 
Type of farmin g area South- South-Bench North South Santa- east Bench Nodh South Santa- east 
fruit lake lake quin bench Alp ine Total fruit lake lake quin bench Alpine Total 
Type of farm* no. no. no . no. no. no. no. 1)ct. pc t . 1Jc t . 1Jc t. pct. pct. pct. 
Specializedr-
Dairy 13 2 16 12 2 4 "%j Poultry 6 7 5 18 6 6 12 5 ~ Fruit 45 3 50 79 8 14 
Truck 8 8 8 2 a: 
Field crops 12 24 6 11 59 12 22 21 39 15 16 rn 
Ranches 10 4 17 9 14 8 5 Z 
A II specialized 45 39 43 11 13 17 168 79 38 39 38 46 43 46 c::: 
Diversified ~ 
Crop-dairy 8 19 20 1 5 60 14 18 18 4 18 18 16 =: 
Crop--poultry 13 10 3 3 36 13 9 10 11 17 10 0 Crop--dairy- - poultry 9 11 4 28 9 10 14 8 0 General crops 13 17 9 3 4 46 12 15 31 11 10 12 ~ General livestock 10 10 5 5 30 10 9 17 12 8 Z 
All diversified 12 64 68 18 15 23 200 21 62 61 62 54 57 54 ~ 
All full -time farms t 57 103 111 29 28 40 368 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Part-time fal·m st 20 43 26 14 4 113 
Total alI farms 77 146 137 43 34 44 481 
* For description of type-of-farm see p . 39 and 40 . 
t Including livestock ranches. 
:/: Including 8 odd-type farms which fit most closely into th is g roup. 
I:\:l 
~ 
30 UTAH STATION BULLETIN 289 
farms. It has relatively few specialized field crop farms, but the acreage 
of 4 principal field crops-sugar beets, potatoes, peas and tomatoes-
averaged 5.8 acres per farm, or 16 percent of the total cropped acreage. 
This indicates that sugar beets, the principal field crop, are grown rather 
widely on the diversified farms' in the area. Part-time farms are relatively 
numerous, being equal to 42 percent of full-time farms. 
The South Lake Area extends from Provo to just south of Payson. It 
includes a portion of the Mapleton Bench and most of the land under the 
bench from Provo to Payson. Its soils and farming are in many respects 
similar to those of North Lake Area, but several differences exist. Spe-
cialized livestock farms were less important, specialized dairy farms being 
almost absent. Specialized poultry farms were about as important here 
in 1935 as in North Lake Area but poultry, as a whole, was less important. 
Specialized field-crop farms which constituted 22 percent of full-time 
farms were the most numerous of full-time farms. The area, as a whole, 
leaned heavily toward crop farming. Four important field crops-sugar 
beets, peas, tomatoes', and onions-occupied 7.6 acres per farm or 16 
percent of total acreage, the same as in North Lake Area, but small 
grains which averaged 18 acres per farm occupied a far more important 
place in South Lake Area. Ranches, a type of minor importance in North 
Lake Area, constituted 9 percent of the farms in South Lake Area. Ex-
cept that crop-poultry farms were less numerous, other diversified farms 
occurred about as frequently as in North Lake Area. Part-time farms 
were equal in number to 23 percent of full-time farms. 
Santaquin Area consists of all the farming lands south and west of 
South Lake Area, including West Mountain, Elberta, and Goshen, in 
addition to Santaquin proper. The farm lands in this area are less homo-
geneous and more scattered than those of the 3 areas already described. 
It is an area of extensive farming, 66 percent of cropped acreage being 
in hay and 24 percent in small grains. Field-crop farms constituted the 
only important specialized type. These were, for the most part, hay farms 
rather than the tilled field-crop farms of the Lake Areas. The area as 
a whole tended more to range livestock than did other areas. It is the 
only area in Utah County in which crop-dairy farms were insignificant. 
Ranches constituted 14 percent of all full-time farms and the general 
crop and livestock types, 48 percent. Part-time farms were almost as 
numerous as' diversified farms. This area included less than 10 percent 
of the farms in the county. 
Southeast Bench Area occupies the bench lands east of South Lake Area. 
It includes only 7 percent of the farms of the county. Nearly half of 
the farms were classified as specialized, 39 percent being field-crop 
farms. Dairy and poultry were important livestock enterprises on diver-
sified farms. Part-time farms equalled but 21 percent of full-time farms. 
In this respect, and in the general distribution of type of farms , this area 
was similar to the adjacent South Lake Area. 
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Alpine Area comprises the bench land country 'north of the North 
Lake Area. Its soils are varied. Considerable dry-farm land is included 
in the area. Specialized fruit, poultry (mostly turkey) and field-crop 
farms accounted for about 35 percent of the farms in the area. Crop-
dairy and crop-poultry farms were the most numerous of the diversified 
farms. Part-time farms were relatively less important in this than in 
other areas, being equal to but 10 percent of the full-time farms. 
Acres of Principal Crops 
Alfalfa acreage in Utah County in 1935 was larger than that of any 
other crop on full-time farms and ranches in all type-of-farming areas. 
Acreage of wheat was second, being nearly equal to alfalfa acreage in 
Alpine and North Lake Areas. These two crops occupied 58 percent of 
cropped acreage in the county. Next in order were barley and sugar 
beets which accounted for 8 and 7 percent, respectively. Except in the 
Bench Fruit Area where tomatoes and fruit were important crops', in 
Santaquin where wild hay was the third most important crOp, and in 
Alpine Area which produced no sugar beets, these 4 were the major 
crops (table 12). 
Table 12. Acreage of principal crops 1Jer farm by a1-eas, Utah County, 
1935* 
South-
Crops grown Bench North South Santa- east Utah 
fruit lake lake Quin bench Alpine County 
acres acres acres acres aC1'es acres acres 
Alfalfa 5.0 10.0 16.3 31.8 16.9 19.3 14.3 
Other hay .2 2.5 1.8 6.1 .1 .2 1.8 
Wheat ...... . . . .. 2.4 8.7 10.0 8.4 10.0 18.2 9.2 
Oats .2 1.4 2.3 1.4 1.3 2.1 1.6 
Barley .. ...... .. .8 3.1 5.3 3.3 2.0 3.1 3.3 
Corn ... . ... . .. .2 .4 .2 .4 .5 .7 .4 
Sugar beets .7 3.8 4.3 2.0 2.3 . 1 2.8 
Potatoes .. . ... .. . . .. .2 1.1 .4 .2 .3 .7 .6 
Peas .3 .2 2.6 .3 1.5 1.0 
Onions ... . .1 .4 .2 .2 
Tomatoe . . . . . . . . . . . 1.4 .7 .5 .2 1.4 .1 .7 
Fruit 8.8 .2 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 
O ther crops 1.2 4.0 3.0 2.8 1.4 4.7 3.1 
Total acres of crops 
per farm'!' 21.5 37.1 47.1 57.9 39.7 51.2 41.1 
*In order to make the analysis by areas more nearly representative of the ordinary 
farming conditions in Utah County, only full-time farms and ranches were included in 
t he analysis by type of farming areas . 
,Includes a s mall amount of duplicated acreage such a s alfalfa-seed g rown with 
alfalfa-hay. 
Alfalfa occupied a particularly large part of cropped acreage in Santa-
quin, Southeast Bench, and Alpine Areas (table 13). Because of inclusion 
of the dry-land area north of Lehi and American Fork, wheat acreage was 
exceptionally large in the Alpine Area. There was some dry-land wheat 
in Ncrth Lake Area also, but in South Lake and Southeast Bench Areas 
most of the wheat was irrigated. 
Total acres of crops per full-time farm differed considerably among 
areas ranging from 21.5 acres 1ll Bench Fruit Area to 57.9 in Santaquin 
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Table 13. P e'rcen tage of toted Mres in various C1"OPS, by areas , Utah 
CO'Imty, 1935 
South-
Crops grown Bench North South Santa- east Utah 
fruit lake lake Quin bench Alp ine County 
pe1'cent pm'cent percen t percent pe1'cen t percent percent 
Alfalfa .. ..... . ..... 23 27 35 55 43 3 1~ 35 
Other hay .. . ..... .. . .. . .. 1 7 4 11 1 4 
Wheat ....... . ... . 11 23 21 15 25 36 23 
Oats 1 4 5 2 4 
Barley 4 8 11 6 6 
Corn 1 1 1 1 1 
S uga,r beets 3 10 
P ot atoes .. . .... . . . ... 1 3 
P eas . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 1 
OniOl'ls ..... . . . .. . ..... 1 1 
Tomatoes ...... ... . .. . . . . 6 2 1 3 ~ 
Fruit ....... ... .... . .. . 41 2 2 5 5 
Ot her crops .. .. . ... ..... . 11 5 
Total a cres of crops per 
farm· .. 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
·Includes a small amount of duplicated acreage such as a lfalfa-seed grown wit h 
a lfalfa-hay. 
Area. Farms in South Lake Area averaged 10 acres per farm higher than 
in North Lake Area . Average acreage of crops per farm for the county 
was 41.1 acres. With part-time farms included, cropped acreage per farm 
was 35 .1 acres . Acreage of non-cropped land per farm varied greatly 
(table 14) . Range land accounted for a large part of the difference be-
tween areas, varying from 3 percent of the total in the Bench Fruit to 
72 percent in Santaquin Area (table 15). The productive value of range 
land per acre was low so that differences in acreage of range lands was 
not of great significance economically . The relatively large amount of 
fallow land in Alpine Area and to a smaller extent in North Lake Area 
was due to pres'ence of dry land which was alternately cropped and fal-
lowed . Idle cropland was relatively high in the 3 areas south of Provo be-
Table 14. A creage per farm , by area,s , Uta,h County, 1935 
Land classification Ben ch 
frui t 
(lcres 
I rr ig ated cropped la n d. 20 .8 
Dry cropped land . . 
Tota l cropped land . 20 .8 
F allow cropland 
Idle cropland .... ... . .7 
I r rig ated pasture 
P lowable .. . . . .. . .. 1.0 
Non-plow able ... . . .9 
Dry pasture 1.8 
R a n ge .. .. . . .. . . . 1.0 
Farmstead ... .. . . .. . 1.1 
Ot her land 1.8 
Total n on-cropped land 8.3 
Total la nd per farm . . 29.1 
N orth 
lake 
acres 
32.9 
3.4 
36.3 
3.0 
1.6 
1.4 
10.0 
3.6 
16.9 
1.4 
3.8 
41.7 
78.0 
South 
lake 
acres 
44 .8 
.9 
45.7 
.7 
2.2 
1.3 
8.7 
2.9 
29 .3 
1.7 
2.1 
48.9 
94 .6 
Sout h-
San t a- east 
Quin bench 
aCl'es 
54.6 
2.0 
56.6 
6.9 
10. 2 
1.9 
11.9 
15.5 
282 .7 
1.5 
3.7 
334.3 
390.9 
aC1'es 
39. 6 
39.6 
.3 
4.5 
.3 
2.9 
.2 
2.4 
1.4 
5.6 
17.6 
57.2 
Utah 
Alp ine Coun t y 
acres 
42 .2 
.9 
51.1 
15.3 
2.0 
1. 4 
1. 9 
29.4 
5.4 
1.3 
5.6 
62.3 
113.4 
aCl'es 
37 .8 
2.3 
40 .1 
3. 
2.5 
1.3 
7.0 
6.6 
36.8 
1.4 
3.3 
62.7 
102. 
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Table 15. P e'rcentage of farm land in various classes, by areas, Utah 
County, 1935 
South-
Land classification Bench North South Santa- east Utah 
fruit lake lake Quin bench Alpine County 
1Je1'cent percent percent percent 1Je1'eent 1Je1'cent percent 
Irrigated cropped land 72 42 47 14 69 37 37 
Dry cropped land 4 1 8 2 
Total cropped land 72 46 48 14 69 45 39 
Fallow cropland 4 2 13 4 
Idle cropland ... . . 2 2 3 2 3 
Irrigated pasture 
Plowable 4 2 1 1 1 1 
Non-plowable 3 13 9 3 2 7 
Dry pasture 6 4 3 4 26 6 
Range "" , .... . . . . . . 3 22 31 72 4 5 36 
Farmstead . .. .. . .... . 4 2 2 2 1 1 
Other land 
'" 
6 5 2 1 10 5 3 
Total non-cropped land .," 28 54 52 86 31 55 61 
Total land per farm 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
cause of water shortage, especially for lands under the Strawberry Valley 
Irrigation Project. 
C rop Yields 
Yields of major crops in Utah County in 1935 were, except for to-
matoes, corn, and fruit, above the state average for 1926-31. Yields of 
various crops, however, showed marked differences between areas. The 
average yield of alfalfa in 1935 varied from 1.7 tons in Santaquin to 3.51 
tonS' in South Lake Area (table 16) . Wheat yields were relatively less 
variable throughout the county except for the low yield in Alpine which 
was due to inclusion of considerable dry-farm wheat acreage. 
Yields of barley varied from 37 bushels in North Lake and Santaquin 
to 56 in South Lake and Southeast Bench Areas. Sugar-beet yields varied 
from 9 tons in Santaquin to 14.3 tons in the Bench Fruit and the Alpine 
Areas. Yields of ' minor crops also showed considerable variation between 
areas. 
Table 16. Yields of p'rincipal crops by areas, Utah County, 1935 
Crop Bench North South Santa- Southeast Utah Unit fruit lake lake quin bench Alpine County 
Alfalfa Tons 2.78 3.18 3.51 1.70 2.4 1.72 2.73 
Other ha y . ... Tons 1.36 1.72 1.93 1.76 1. 1.77 
Wheat* Bu. 44. 34. 48. 37. 35. 22. 36. 
Oats Bu. 69. 51. 52. 3 . 56. 43. 50. 
Barley Bu. 55. 37. 56 . 37. 56. 46 . 48. 
Corn- gra in Bu. 23. 31. 26. 13. 34. 18. 26. 
Potatoes Bu. 166. 194. 127. 69. 84. 260. 178. 
Peas-canning Tons 1.77 1.6 1.54 1.45 1.66 1.57 
Sugar beet Tons 14.3 12.4 12.3 9. 12.3 14.3 12.2 
Onions . . . .. . . . . Bu. 558. 652. 342. 267. 544. 
Toma toes-canning Tons 6.9 7.54 5.2 1.33 4.11 5. 6.16 
* Including dry-land and irrigated wheat. 
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The weighted index of -the 11 most important crops (representing 
around 90 percent of cropped acreage in the county) varied from 80 
in Santaquin Area to 124 in South Lake Area (table 17) . 
Table 17. Crop-yield index by areas, Utah County, 1935 
(State average 1926-31==100) 
Crop Bench North South Santa- Southeast fruit lake lake quin bench Alpine 
Alfalfa ha:y ······ . . .. 103 118 130 63 89 64 Other 85 108 121 110 62 
Wheat 147 131 166 137 117 8 
Oats 182 134 137 100 147 113 
Barley ... ....... . ..... 138 92 140 92 140 115 
Corn- grain ... . ..... . .. 85 115 96 4 126 67 
Potatoes . . .......... ]11 130 85 46 56 173 
Peas-canning . .... . .... 147 133 128 121 138 
Sugar beets .. . 125 109 108 79 108 125 
Onions 134 156 82 64 Tomatoes--.:...~anning 79 87 60 15 47 57 
11-crop index 108 116 124 80 99 85 
Frmt* .. 71 
All crop index 82 116 124 80 99 91 
Utah 
County 
101 
110 
131 
131 
121 
95 
119 
131 
108 
130 
71 
111 
76 
106 
* Fruit yields on farms outside of Bench Fruit Area averaged considerably higher than 
this area in 1935. 
In all except the Bench Fruit Area the yield index of 11 crops was rep-
resentative of all crops. In the Bench Fruit Area fruit was more important 
than other crops. The crop yield index for 6 important fruits in 1935 
was only 71 which, when combined with the ll-crop index, gave a yield 
of 82 for Bench Fruit Area. Fruit yields were unusually low in Utah 
County in 1935. Ordinarily they are about equal to 1926-31 yields for 
the stateY Excluding fruit, the crop-yield index for the county in 1935 
was' 111, with fruit included, the index was 106. 
Intensity of Production 
Intensity of production of both crop and livestock enterprises in Utah 
County was much above state average. This differed considerably between 
:lreas. The crop intensity index for the Bench Fruit Area was 396 and 
combined intensity index 348. Production in North Lake Area is much 
more intense than in South Lake Area with respect to both crop and 
livestock enterprises. Intensity in Santaquin Area is relatively low being 
only slightly above state average (table 18). 
Table 18. Intensity of production by areas, Utah County, 1935 
(State average 1926-31==100) 
Bench North South Santa- Southeast Utah 
fruit lake lake quin bench Alpine County· 
Crop intensity .... .. ... . 396 177 147 116 169' 142 173 
Livestock intensity . .. 197 169 115 100 196 163 131 
Combined intensity 348 174 134 110 174 147 157 
* Including ranches. 
1 3 Acre yields of fruits are discussed later. See p. 45. 
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Range of Values on Irrigated Land 14 
A verage value per acre of irrigated land in crops in Utah County in 
193 5, as reported by farmers, varied from $82 in Santaquin Area to .$.18 1 
in Bench Fruit Area (table 19). In the main diversified farming sec-
tions-North and South Lake Areas- t he value averaged just under $130. 
Fruit lands· were valued much higher, the average p rice being aroun d 
$225 an acre. Idle cropland in N orth Lake Area was valued at only about 
35 percent of the value of irrigated land in crops but in the 3 southern 
areas and in Alpine its value was from 70 to 90 percent of the value of 
irrigated lands in crops. During years of high water supply, m ost of this 
land was in irrigated crops. 
Table 19. A verage value of land per acre 
Land classification Bench 
fruit 
doUa1·s 
Irrigated cropland 181 
Fruit land t 234 
Dry farm land ... 
Idle crop land 
Irrigated p a sture 
Non-plowable 
* V alue includes water right. 
t Including trees, v ines, etc . 
North South 
lake lake 
dollars dolla1's 
128 129 
45 96 
51 34 
by areas, 
Santa-
Quin 
dollaTs 
82 
59 
47 
. . . Indicates acreage too small for reliable estimate. 
Utah County, 1935* 
South-
east Utah 
bench Alpine County 
dolla1's dolla1's dolla1'S 
104 85 126 
222 216 226 
18 18 
73 75 71 
60 10 40 
While value per acre of irrigated cropland as reported by Utah County 
farmers in 1935 varied considerably, there was a marked tendency in 
North Lake and South Lake Areas for values to center around 100 or 
$150 an acre (table 20). In North Lake Area 42 percent and in South 
Lake Area 39 percent of the farmers· reported values around $100 while 
33 percent in N orth Lake and 37 percent in South Lake reported values 
around $150 per acre. In ·North Lake 12 percent, and in South Lake 15 
percent reported values around $200. Relatively few reported values of 
less t han $100 or more than $200 . 
Table 20. P ercentage of fa?"mers reporting specif ied values of land, Utah 
County, 1935 
Va lue per acre* 
Le s 
$100 
$150 
$200 
$250 
$300 
$400 
Total 
than $75 
Percentage reporting 
Irrigated cropland values 
orth Lake 
Area 
pe1'cent 
8 
42 
33 
12 
4 
1 
100 
South Lake 
Area 
pe1'cent 
3.5 
39 
37 
15 
3.5 
2 
100 
Fruit la nd 
Bench Fruit 
Area 
1Jercent 
Z 
22 
29 
14 
14 
12 
7 
100 
* V alues were n ot always g iven in exactly the numbers indicated, but most farmers 
reported in the e values. Values other than those indicated were included in group having 
nearest value. 
H Values of irrigated land include water right. 
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The distribution of values reported for fruit lands in the Bench Fruit 
Area showed greater dispersion, 22 percent of the farmers reporting values 
around $100, 29 percent around $150, 14 percent around $200, 14 per-
cent around $25 0, and 12 percent around $300 per acre . Seven percent of 
the fruit men valued their fruit lands at around 400 per acre . 
Animal Units Per Farm 
For the county as a whole, and for all areas except South Lake and 
Santaquin, dairy cattle accounted for more animal units per farm than 
any other kind of livestock (table 21) . In South Lake and Santaquin both 
beef cattle and sheep exceeded dairy cattle in number of animal units. 
Poultry was relatively most important in Alpine and North Lake Areas. 
Because of the relatively large number of cattle and sheep, total animal 
units in South Lake and Santaquin Areas were about 50 percent above 
the county average. North Lake Area with 19 .5 animal units was equal 
to the county average while Alpine had 15.7, Southeast Bench 9 .1, and the 
Bench Fruit Area, 6.6 animal units per farm. 
Table 21. Animal units per farm by areas, Utah County, 1935* 
South-
Kind of Bench North South Santa- east Utah 
livestock fruit lake la ke quin bench Alpine County 
A.V. A.V. A .V. A.V. A.V. A.V. A.V. 
Dairy cattle 3.8 9.1 5.9 5.0 4.0 4.5 6.1 
Beef cattle .U 3.6 7.2 12.3 .1 1.3 4. 0 
Sheep . . .2 1.1 9.0 7.2 .3 3.5 4.0 
Horses and colts 1.7 2.9 3.6 3.'5 2.9 2.7 3.0 
Hogs .3 .4 .6 .3 .6 .5 .5 
All poultry .6 2.4 1. ' 1.4 1. 2 3.2 1.9 
Total a nima l 
units per farm 6.6 19.5 28.1 29.7 9.1 15.7 19.5 
* For explanation of basis for ca lculat ing animal units, see F uhriman, op. cit. R a nches 
are included with farms . 
Capital Investment 
The average capital investment as reported by 368 farms in Utah 
County in 1935 was $9,518. Real estate, including the farm home, ac-
counted for 84 percent, livestock for 9 percent, machinery for 5 percep.t , 
and feed and supplies' for 2 percent of the total investment (table 22). 
The average investment per farm varied with the type-of-farming area , 
r anging from $7,437 in Bench Fruit to $11,929 in Santaquin Area. 
Table 22. CapVtal investment per farm by areas, Utah County, 1935* 
South-
Item Bench N orth South Santa - east 
fruit lake lake quin bench A lp ine U tah County 
dolla1's dollars dollars dolla1'S dollars dolla1's dollar s pe1'cent 
Real esta te 6,744 7,643 9.056 9,993 6,704 6,736 7,945 84 
Livestock 309 955 1,222 1,216 726 535 899 9 
Machinery 316 499 587 560 409 406 484 5 
F eed, seed and 
supplies 68 238 252 160 134 131 190 2 
T otal capital 7,437 9,335 11 ,117 11,929 7,973 7,808 9,518 100 
* Including ranches. 
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The percentage distribution of investment was, in general, similar in all 
. areas, the item showing most var.iation being livestock which was rela-
tively low in the Bench Fruit and Alpine Areas and high in South Lake 
and Santaquin Areas. 
Receipts, Expenses, and Income 
Cash receipts per full-time farm varied from $1,274 in Santaquin to 
$2,271 in South Lake Area, the county average being $1,887 (table 23). 
Table 23. R eceipts, expenses, and income by areas , Utah County, 1935 
South-
Item Bench North South Santa- east Utah 
fruit lake lake quin bench Alpine County 
dolla1's dolla1's doUaTs dollaTs dolla1's doUaTs dolla1's 
Receipts 
Crop sales 867 R46 852 451 757 665 793 
Livestock sales 75 307 594 454 99 595 385 
Livestock products 204 896 566 242 289 355 533 
Miscellaneou$. 158 136 259 127 184 109 176 
Total cash receipts . .. 1,304- 2,185 2,271 1,274 1,329 1,724 1,887 
Inventory increases 
(net) . .. . . . .... -35 72 146 133 188 138 98 
Total receipts ..... 1,269 2,257 2,417 1,407 1,517 1,862 1,985 
Expen es 
Current 743 1,223 1,005 854 786 1,127 1,010 
Livestock purchased 32 123 294 69 87 149 156 
Total cash expenses. 775 1,346 1,299 923 873 1,276 1,166 
Farm income 494 911 1,118 484 644 586 819 
Value of unpaid labor 195 183 196 176 143 172 184 
Interest on capital 371 467 556 596 391 399 476 
Labor income -72 261 366 -288 110 15 159 
Farm privileges 324 311 388 338 395 308 345 
Labor earnings 252 572 754 50 505 323 504 
For the county, 42 percent of cash receipts were from sale of crops, 20 
percen t from sale of livestock, and 28 percent f rom sale of livestock 
products. The importance of these sources of receipts varied among 
type-of-farming areas (table 24). Crop sales constituted 66 percent of 
cash receipts in the Bench Fruit and 57 percent in Southeast Bench Area. 
Crop sales were relatively least important in Santaquin, but still ac-
counted for 35 percent of cash receipts. In all areas, except the Bench 
Fruit and Southeast Bench, cash receipts from livestock and livestock 
products accounted fO'r more than 50 percent of cash receipts. Sales of 
livestock products were especially high in North Lake Area, amounting 
to 41 percent of cash receipts. Receipts from s'ales of livestock were rela-
tively large in Santaquin and Alpine Areas. Net inventory increases were 
relatively small so that total receipts did not differ greatly from cash 
receipts. Farm privileges per farm were also relatively equal in amount. 
The average for the county was $3 45. 
Cash expenses ranged from $775 in the Bench Fruit to' $1,346 in North 
Lake Area, the county average being $1,166. The value of unpaid family 
labor was not greatly different between areas, ranging from $143 to' $196. 
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Table 24. Percentage of cash receipts from vcwious sources by areas, 
Utah County, 1935 
All 
South- full-time 
Item Bench North South Santa- east farms and 
fruit lake lake quin bench Alpine ranches 
pel"Cent 1Je1"Cent pel"cent p el"Cent pel"Cent percent 1Jel"Cent 
Crop sales 66 39 38 35 57 39 42 
Livestock sales 6 14 26 36 7 35 20 
Livestock products 16 41 25 19 22 20 28 
Miscellaneous 12 6 11 10 14 6 10 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Average labor income per farm by areas ranged from - $288 to $366 
and labor earnings from $50 to $754. Santaquin Area which had the 
largest investment and the lowest cash receipts had the lowest labor in-
come per farm (- $288) . South Lake Area which had the second highest 
investment had the largest cash receipts and largest labor income, while 
N orth Lake Area with third largest investment and second largest cash 
receipts, had the second largest labor income. The Bench Fruit Area, where 
labor income is usually comparable to that of North Lake, had the second 
lowest labor income in 1935 largely because of a below-normal fruit crop. 
There was a direct relationship between crop-yield index and farm in-
come. South Lake Area with the highest yield index (124) had the larg-
est farm income- $l, 118 (table 25) . North Lake Area with second 
highest yield had second highest farm income and so on to Santaquin 
Area which, with lowest yield index (80), had a farm income of only 
$484. 
Table 25. Relation of va?"ious index es and efficiency facto?"s to labo?' 
earnings, by areas, Utah County, 1935 
Item 
Farm income (dollars) 
Total investment (dollars) " 
Crop-yield inde'X "" 
Size index " """ " 
Number M. W . U. per farm 
Number crop acres " 
Number animal units per 
farm 
South 
lake 
1,118 
11,117 
124 
114 
360 
46 
28 
North 
lake 
911 
9,335 
116 
108 
399 
36 
20 
South-
east Alpine Bench 
bench fruit 
644 
7,973 
99 
89 
342 
40 
586 
7,808 
91 
108 
317 
51 
16 
494 
7,437 
82 
105 
423 
21 
7 
All 
f ull -time 
Santa- farms 
quin and 
484 
11 ,929 
o 
109 
306 
57 
30 
ranches 
819 
9,518 
106 
108 
372 
40 
20 
Except for Santaquin Area, there was a fairly close relationship between 
investments and farm income. Neither number of acres, number of animal 
units, nor man-work-units per farm was so important as relative yield in 
explaining differences in income per farm among type-of-farming areas . 
Size of farm is usually an important factor in explaining differences in 
farm income but among type-of-farming areas in Utah County in 1935, 
yields, particularly crop yields, appear to have been the dominant factors. 
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Analysis by Type of Farm 
This division presents an analysis of farm-business records of a random 
sample of 368 full-time farms and 105 part-time farms in Utah County 
for the year 1935. These equalled 12 percent of the farms in Utah 
County. The records have been classified according to farm type with-
out regard to the area in which the farm was situated. 
Basis of Classification of Type of Farm 
Any classification of farms into types' must, of necessity, contain some 
arbitrary elements. The system of classification used herein appeared to 
be most suitable to the purpose of this study. 
Farms were classified into 3 major types: full-time farms, ranches and 
part-time farms. Each record was examined in detail with respect to 
several factors in order to determine its proper classification. In border-
line cases the whole record was examined and classification made on the 
basis of this inspection. The following indicates the principal bases of 
classification: 
I. Full-time farms 
Farms which required more than 150 productive man-work-units15 to 
care for crops' and livestock, provided the principal source of income, 
and occupied most of the time of the farmer. Full-time farms were 
divided into specialized and diversified farms and these were further 
classified according to kinds and relative importance of crop and live-
stock enterprises on the farm. Specialized farms were characterized 
by the dominance of some one enterprise while diversified farms had 
two or more enterprises of economic importance. 
A. SPecialized farms 
(a) Dairy farms. Farms on which productive man-work-units 
on dairy herd equalled at least 40 percent and dairy and 
forage crops at least 70 percent of P.M.W.U. on farms, and 
60 percent or more of farm receipts were from dairy enter-
prises. 
(b) Poultry farms. Farms having 700 or more hens or turkeys 
and on which receipts from poultry equalled 67 percent or 
more of total farm receipts. 
(c) Fruit farms. Farms on which productive man-work-units 
on fruit 1G equalled 60 percent or more P.M.W.U. on farm. 
Receipts from crops' usually equalled at least 80 percent of 
total farm receipts. 
(d) Truck farms. Farms on which productive man-work-units 
on vegetables16 equalled 60 percent or more of P.M.W.U. on 
farms and receipts from crops equalled 80 percent or more 
of total farm receipts. 
15 For definition of man-work-unit see p. 14. 
1 6 Including tomatoes. 
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(e) Field-crop farms. Farms having 70 percent or more of total 
productive man-work-units in crops and having 80 percent 
or more of farm receipts from crops'. These farms usually 
produced sugar beets, peas, beans, potatoes, or tomatoes, some 
grain, and considerable alfalfa . 
B. Diversified farms 
(a) Crop-dairy farms. Farms with crops and dairy as the princi-
pal enterprises, having at least 3 milk cows and at least 25 
percent of productive man-work-units on dairy herd, and on 
which income from dairying was at least 10 percent and 
from dairy and crops at least 80 percent of farm income, 
but which did not qualify as dairy farms . 
(b) Crop-j}O'ultry farms. Farms not qualifying as poultry farms 
but having at least 300 hens or 100 turkeys, and on which in-
come from poultry was at least 25 percent, and income from 
poultry and crops at least 80 percent of farm income. 
(c) Crop-daitJ/-j}o1tltry farms. Farms, not coming under any 
of above classes, on which crops, dairy, and poultry were 
major enterprises. These have at least 3 dairy cows and 100 
chickens. At least 10 percent of income is from dairy and 
10 percent from poultry. 
(d) General farms. Farms not coming in any of the above 
classifications. These ordinarily had several crop and live-
stock enterprises. They were the more evenly diversified 
farms. In the analysis, this group is divided into two types. 
Farms in which crops predominated, that is farms on which 
the number of productive man-work-units and percent in-
come from crops were greater than from livestock, were 
designated general crop farms and those in which livestock 
predominated, general livestock farms. 
II. Ranches 
These are livestock outfits on which range sheep or cattle constituted 
the major enterprise. 
III. Part-time farms 
Farms having 150 or fewer productive man-work-units' of work 
on the farm and all others' having 50 percent or more of the total 
P .M.W.U . away from farm, or having more than 50 percent of re-
ceipts from work off farm . Nearly all of the part-time farms III 
Utah County had fewer than 151 P.M.W.U. on the farm. 
Fig. 7. Dairy f arm. Dairy farms usually have a considerable acreage of irrigated 
pasture land. 
Business Analysis of Specialized Farms 
Acreage of Various Classes of Land 
The average acreage of cropland per full-time farms in Utah County 
varied from 17.4 acres on truck to 44.7 acres on dairy farms in 1935 
(table 26) . Acreage of cropland on dairy, field crop, and general diver-
sified farms was slightly higher than the county average of 38.1 acres, 
while that of truck and fruit farms was about one-half of the average . 
Irriga ted cropland per farm averaged 35.8 acres or 52 percent of the 
total acreage. Fruit and truck farms had very little fallow or idle crop-
land. For the county, fallow and idle cropland amounted to 9 percent of 
total acreage, or 16 percent of the acreage planted to crops. About one-
Table 26. Land Tesources per ja,,·m on specialized farms, Utah County, 
1935 
Land classification 
Number of farms .... 
Class of land 
Irrigated cropped* 
Dry cropped 
Total cropped . ..... . . . . 
Fallow crop .. . ...... 
Idle crop ...... .. .. . . 
Irrigated pasture 
Plowable 
Non-plowable ... . . . 
Dry pasture ......... 
Range . . ... . ....... 
Farmstead . . . . . . . . . . . 
Other 
Total non -cropped 
Total land 
*Including fruit land. 
Specialized farms Diver- All full -t ime farms 
Field sif ied Acre- Percentage 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck crops farms age of total 
16 18 50 8 
ac res acres acres acres 
44.7 32.3 20.6 17.4 
2.1 
44.7 34.4 20.6 17.4 
1.0 3.2 .0 
3.9 1.8 .7 .8 
1.8 .9 
34.1 6.7 .4 1.4 
7.3 10.2 8. 
2".i 1.6 1.0 
5.2 2.0 1.6 .5 
55.4 26.4 13.3 3.5 
100.1 60.8 33.9 20.9 
41 
59 200 
aCl·es aCl·es 
39.4 3 
3.6 2. 
43.0 41.7 
4.6 4.1 
3.9 2.1 
1.6 
2.0 6.0 
4.1 6.4 
3.4 11.6 
1.4 1.4 
2.4 3.9 
22.6 37.1 
65.6 78.7 
351 
acres 
35.8 
2.3 
38.1 
3.8 
2.3 
1.3 
5.7 
5.9 
7.2 
1.4 
3.2 
30.8 
68.9 
p ercent 
52 
3 
55 
9 
10 
2 
45 
100 
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half of t he fa llow land was dry land on which crops are grown during 
alternate years . MQst of the idle cropland and much of the fa llQw w a 
not cropped because of insufficient water supply. 
Plowable irrigated pasture amounted to' 1.3 acres on all farms but was 
less than one acre on all except dairy and general farms . NQn-plowable 
pasture which accounted for 8 percent of all land was especially im-
portant on dairy farms where it averaged 34.1 acres, equal to' 76 percent 
of the cropped acreage (fig. 7). On poultry and diversified farms 
acreage Qf non-plowable pasture was slightly greater than the county 
average of 6 acres. Range land, while cQnstituting 10 percent of total 
acreage, is of little econQmic significance in production. 
Acreage of Principal Crops on Full-time Farms 
Except on truck farms where acreage of truck crops and of sugar beet 
exceeded acreage of alfalfa and on fruit farms which had almost half 
of their acreage in fruit (fig. 8), alfalfa occupied a larger percentage of 
cropped acreage than any other crop (table 27). Alfalfa and other 
hay accounted for 46 percent of the crop acreage on dairy, 36 percent 
on field crops, 35 percent on poultry, and 39 percent on diversified farms 
(table 28). Wheat Qccupied slightly more than one-fourth the crop 
acreage Qn poultry, field crop, and diversified farms and around Qne-tenth 
the acreage on other farms. Barley was relatively important on dairy 
and poultry farms and on diversified farms. Sugar beets occupied from 
7 to 12 percent of crop acreage on all except fruit farms. 
Fig. . Fruit farm. Fruit occupied about one-h alf the cropped acreag e on frui t 
farms. 
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Table 27. Acreage of c'rops grown per farm on specialized farms, Utah 
County, 1935 
Specialized farm Diver- All 
Crop Field sified full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck crops farms farms 
a CTes aCTes a C'r es CLC?'es CLC?'es CLC?'es aCTes 
Alfalfa 15.7 10.4 4.9 2.3 15.2 14. 13.0 
Other hay ... . . ... ... 5.0 1.6 .2 .5 .6 1.6 1.4 
Wheat 5.0 9.5 1.9 1.9 12.6 10.5 9.1 
Oats 1.3 1.7 .3 .9 1.3 1.8 1.5 
Barley 7.7 3.4 .5 .2 2.9 3.7 3.3 
Sugar beets 4.1 2.5 .5 2.4 3.6 3.0 2.8 
Potatoes .7 .4 .2 1.1 .8 .6 .7 
Peas 1.6 .3 .3 2.1 1.0 1.0 
Corn .9 .2 .2 . 5 .1 
Tomatoes .... .4 1.6 .8 .6 .7 
Onions .3 1.4 .2 .2 .2 
Fruit crops 9. 1.3 
Truck crops 7.2 .2 
All other 3.2 3.9 1.1 1.7 3.2 3.8 3.3 
Total acreage of crops· 45.0 34.6 21.5 19.6 43 .5 42.1 38.6 
*Includes a small amount of duplicated acreage s uch as alfalfa seed grown on alfalfa 
hay land, and hay cut from orchards . 
. Included in all other. 
Table 28. Percentage of crop acreage in rnajor C1'OPS, on specialized farms, 
Utah County, 1935 
Crop 
Alfalfa . .. 
Other hay 
Wheat . .. . . . .. .. . . . 
Oats ..... . .. . . 
Barley .. . . .. . . .. . .. . 
Sugar beets 
Fruit crop 
Truck crops ... .... ... . 
All other .... ... ... .. . . 
Total 
Crop Yields 
Dairy 
1JeTcent 
35 
11 
11 
3 
17 
9 
14 
100 
Specialized farms 
Poultry Fruit Truck 
percent pm'cent pe1'cent 
30 23 12 
5 1 3 
27 9 9 
5 1 4 
10 2 1 
7 2 12 
46 
37 
16 16 22 
100 100 100 
Diver- All 
Field sified full-time 
crops farms farms 
pe1'cent peTcent pm'cent 
35 35 34 
1 4 4 
29 25 24 
3 4 4 
7 9 9 
8 7 7 
3 
17 16 15 
100 100 100 
Variations in crop yields between farm types are, in general, about as 
marked as variations in yield between type-of-farming areas (table 29). 
Alfalfa yields were particularly low on truck and high on dairy farms 
being 1.13 and 3.43 tons respectively. Differences in yields of small 
grains were not very great, nor were differences in yields of sugar beets. 
Yields of potatoes and onions differed rather widely among various types 
of farms, but since only a few farms in each type had substantial acreage 
of these, this variation is not highly significant. 
Com bined crop-yield indexes ranged from 84 on f rui t farms to 123 
on poultry farms. Yields on dairy, truck, and diversified farms were 
also above the county average of 102 (table 30). 
Yields of Fruit 
Fruit yields in Utah County in 1935, while considerably above those 
for the drought year 1934, were below average. Apples were the only 
Fig. 9. Picking strawberries on Utah County fruit farm. 
fruit crop for which yield was above the 1926-31 state average. Peaches, 
strawberries (fig. 9), and tomatoes were about 80 percent of the 1926-31 
average for the state. Yields of pears and cherries were only one-fourth 
of normal (table 31). The weighted crop-yield index of fruit crops was 
77. This low yield had a marked effect on income of fruit farms so that 
income data on fruit farms for 1935 should not be construed as repre-
sentative of the normal situation. 
Table 29. A Ve1"age yield peT aC1'e of principcLl CTOPS on specialized fa1"ms, 
Utah County, 1935 
S " .I ·l ... ~ .cd :... al m :' Diver- All 
Crop Field s ified full-time 
Unit Dairy Poultry F'ruit Truck crops farms farms 
Alfalfa Tons 3.4 2.7 2.6 1.1 2.3 2.5 2.7 
Other hay . Tons 1.8 1. 1.4 1.5 1.2 1. 1. 
Wheat Bu. 42.0 41.0 43 .0 42.0 36.0 35.0 36.0 
Oats ............ Bu. 32.0 3 .0 70.0 69.0 50 .0 50.0 50.0 
Barley Bu. 46 .0 44 .0 53.0 45.0 54.0 4 .0 
Corn- grain Bu. 32.0 .20.0 26.0 23. 0 26.0 
Tomatoes Tons 6.0 6.9 5.6 6.3 6.2 
Sugar beets Tons 12.1 13.0 13.4 11. 12.2 12.0 12.2 
Potatoes Bu. 127.0 121.0 1 .0 2 2.0 156.0 1 1.0 17 .0 
Peas Tons 1. 2.2 1.2 1.5 1.6 1.6 
On ions ... Bu. 298.0 962.0 442 .0 742.0 356.0 560.0 544.0 
Table 30. I ndexe of yields of crops on specialized fCLrms, Utah Co~mty, 
1935 
(State average, 1926-31=100) 
Spec ial ized f arm« Diver.- All 
Crop Field s ified fu ll-time 
Dairy Poultry F'ruit Truck crop farms farms 
Allaifa . 127 101 96 42 6 93 101 
Other hay .. . ... . ..... 112 112 85 94 72 114 III 
Wheat 140 146 143 140 133 130 133 
Oats 4 100 184 1 2 132 132 132 
Barley 115 110 132 112 135 120 
Cor n .......... . .. . ... 119 74 96 5 96 
T matoes 63 79 64 73 71 
Sugar beets 107 123 117 103 107 105 107 
Potatoes 85 1 1 8 121 119 
Peas 154 187 132 131 
Onions .. ... ...... 72 233 136 132 
All crop index 117 123 106 102 
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Table 31. Acreage and yield on fruit farms in Utah County, 1935 
Acres 
Crop per 
farm 
Apples 3.11 
Peaches 2.65 
Pears 1.11 
Cherries . 51 
Plums and prunes .34 
Apricots . . . .13 
Grapes .28 
Strawberries 1.00 
Raspberries .52 
Other berries .18 
Tomatoes 1.60 
Crop yield index ... . .. ... . ... .. ..... 
Number of Livestock 
Acre yield 
Unit 
Bu. 
Bu. 
Bu. 
Lb . 
Bu. 
Bu. 
Lb. 
Cases 
Cases 
Tons 
Amount 
110 
131 
31 
1,811 
37 
65 
1,024 
213 
227 
6.86 
Yield index 
state average 
1926-31=100 
102 
79 
23 
24 
62 
79 
77 
N umbers and kind of livestock varied greatly between types of farms. 
As may be expected, number of dairy cattle was largest on dairy farms 
and chickens and turkeys most numerous on poultry farms. Dairy farms 
averaged 17 cows and 12 other dairy cattle. Poultry farms averaged 
slightly more than 1,000 hens and turkeys. There were few livestock on 
fruit, truck, and field-crops farms yet most of these kept some princi-
pally to furnish products for family use. Most diversified farms kept 
more than one kind of livestock for commercial production. These farms 
showed a relatively even distribution among various kinds of livestock 
(table 32). 
Table 32. Average number of different kinds of livestock on specialized farms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farms Diver- All 
Kind of livestock Field sified full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck crops farm farms 
nUTnbe1' nU1n be1' ntt m ber numbm' number numbe1' number 
Dairy cows . . . .. . .. .. 17.3 2.4 1.4 1.6 4.3 3.8 
Other dairy cattle . . . 12.1 1.0 .5 .4 2.6 2.3 
Beef cows .2 2.2 2.0 
Other beef cattle . .. . .0 1.1 2.7 2.6 
Sheep 1.9 5.8 .5 .5 4. 3.8 
Horses 3.3 2.4 1.5 1.6 2.5 3.0 2.6 
Colts .4 .1 .1 .3 .6 .4 
Hogs 2.4 1.5 1. .7 2.1 2.2 2.1 
Hens 15.9 755.3 29 .1 6.9 16.2 141. 127.0 
Turkeys 1.4 281.6 .6 17.8 30 .3 
Total productive 
an imal units* 30.1 19.0 2.8 1.3 4.7 14.4 11.9 
Total animal units· .. 33.4 21.4 4.3 2.9 7.2 17.4 14.5 
*Inciuding a few ducks and geese in addition to lis ted livestock. For basis of calculating 
animal units see Fuhriman, op. cit. , p. 7. 
Total animal units' per farm ranged from 2.9 on truck to 33.4 on dairy 
farms with an average for all farms of 14.5. 
Intensity of crop and livestock production varied markedly among 
farm types in Utah County (table 33). Intensity of crop production on 
truck farms (fig. 10) was more than four and one-half times the state av-
erage and on fruit, three and one-third times. Intensity of crop production 
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on dairy poultry, and diversified farms was about one-third above the 
state average. 
Among specialized farms productive livestock were important on 
dairy and poultry farms' only. The livestock intensity index on poultry 
fa rms was 251 and on dairy 169, as compared with 161 for diversified 
farms. Combined intensity index on each type of specialized farm, was 
greater than the average for diversified f arms. 
Table 33. Indexes of intensity of ,crop and livestock prod'u.ction on spe-
cialized farms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farms Diver- All 
Index Field sified fu ll-time 
Da iry Poultry Fruit Truck crops farms farms 
Crop intensity 132 462 164 140 162 
Livestock intensity . 169 201 no 161 161 
Combined intensity 149 434 155 144 162 
Total Investment and Eq uity 
Total capital invested per full-time farm in Utah County in 1935 
ranged from 5,039 for truck farms to $12,931 for dairy farm. The 
average for all farms was 8,831 (table 34). Investment on poultry and 
on diversified farm waS' slightly larger than the average of 8,831 for 
all farms while that for fruit and truck farms was considerably below the 
average. 
In terms of percentage of total investment, fruit farms had the highest 
percentage investment in real estate (92 percent) while dairy farms had 
the lowest (77 percent). The county average was 84 percent (table 35). 
Percentage investment in livestock was 14 percent on dairy, and 10 per-
Fig. 10. Truck f a r m . Truck farms present the most intensive use of cropland in 
Utah County. 
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cent on poultry and general diversified farms as compared with an aver-
age of 9 percent for all farms. Investment in m achinery ranged from 4 
to 8 percent, the county average being 5 percent. Feed and supplies con-
stituted from 1 -to 3 percent of total investment. 
Table 34. Total invest1'nent on specialized farms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farms Diver- All 
Item F ield sified full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit T ruck crops farms farms 
doUaTs dollaTs doll(~TS dolla1's dolla1's dollaTS dollars 
Real estate . ... . .. . .. ... . . 10,039 7,6 ° 6,606 4,398 6,996 7,680 7,445 
Livestock 1,762 966 229 183 391 907 750 
Machinery ........ . . . . 746 463 317 433 399 491 458 
Feed a nd supplies 384 207 44 25 118 217 178 
Total capital 12,931 9,316 7,196 5,039 7,904 9,295 8,831 
Table 35. Percentage of investment in va?"ious classes of property on 
specialized farms, Utah County, 1935 
Snecialized farms Diver- All 
Item Field sified full- t ime 
Da iry Poultry Fruit Truck cr ops farms farms 
pm'cent pe1'cent percent pe1'cent pe1'cent percent pe1'cent 
Real estate 77 83 92 7 9 83 84 
Livestock . ... . ... 14 10 3 4 5 10 9 
Machinery 6 5 4 5 5 5 
Feed and supplies 3 2 1 1 2 2 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Operator's I'nvestment and Equity 
Since there was relatively little tenancy in Utah County a large part 
of total investment in the farms was owned by the operator. The per-
centage of capital rented was higher on truck and field-crop farms than 
on fruit, dairy or poultry farms (table 36). Average indebtedness per 
farm-secured largely by real estate mortgages-tended to vary with farm 
investment and with operator's equity. The average equity per operator 
ranged from $2,053 on truck to $9,261 on dairy farms. 
Although the percentage of farms having indebtedness was less on truck 
and field-crop farms than on other specialized farms the ratio of indebted-
Table 36. Operator's investment and equity on specialized farms, Utah 
County, 1935 
Specialized farm" Diver-
Item F ield sified 
Dairy Poultry F'ruit Truck crops farm s 
Operator's investment*---dollars . 12,340 8,534 6,101 3,486 6,025 8,336 
Operator's investment-percent 
of total investment .. 95 92 69 76 90 
Operator's indebtedness 
Real estate mortgages---dollars. 2,839 2,305 1,724 1,306 1,902 1,995 
Notes-including chatt el mort-
gage---dollars 147 143 233 75 274 214 
Ot her-dollars .. . . . ... . . .. 93 166 128 52 296 148 
Total indebtedness 3,079 2,614 2,085 1,433 2,472 2,357 
Operator's equity 9,261 5,920 4,016 2,053 3,553 5.979 
*Operator 's investment equals total investment minus landlord's investmen t . 
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ness to operator's investment was greater (table 37). The ratio of in-
debtedness t o operator's investment on mortgaged farms ranged from 54 
percent on truck farms to 38 percent on poultry farms. 
Table 37. Ratio of indebtedness to operator's investment on specialized 
farms, Utah County, 1935 
Item 
Percentage of farms having 
indebtedness . . ... . .... . . 
Percentage of farms having 
mortgages . ........ . 
Ratio of indebtedness to 
operator's investment 
Average for all farms . . 
Average for all mort-
gaged farms .... 
Farm Receipts 
Dairy 
percent 
81 
69 
25 
39 
Specialized farms 
Poultry Fruit Truck 
pm'cent pm'cent ]JeTcent 
94 82 62 
78 72 50 
31 34 41 
38 42 54 
Diver-
Field sified 
crops farms 
pe1'cent percent 
76 80 
68 66 
41 
53 40 
Cash receipts on the animal farms were about twice the receipts on crop 
farms, the range being $1,2 56 on field-crop farms to $4,052 on poultry 
farms (table 38). Cash receipts f or diversified farms averaged $1,727 
per farm as compared with the average of $1,764 for the county. 
Table 38. Receipts from various sources on specialized farms, Utah 
County, 1935 
Specialized farm s Diver- All 
Source of income Field sified full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck crops farms farms 
dol faTs dollu1's dolla1's dollars dollars dolla1's doUu1's 
Cash receipts 
Crop sales ... 606 434 1,074 1,705 988 684 797 
Livestock sales 204 1,274 52 28 66 297 263 
Livestock products sold 1,884 2,181 81 32 25 560 534 
Miscellaneous 157 163 123 112 177 186 170 
Total cash receipts . . , 2,851 4,052 1,330 1,877 1,256 1,727 1,764 
Receipts from livestock products accounted for 66 percent of total 
cash receipts on dairy farms and 54 percent on poultry farms (table 39 ) . 
Combined receipts from livestock and livestock products amounted to 
73 percent on dairy and 85 percent on poultry farms, while crop re-
Table 39. Per.centage cash receipts from Specified sources on specialized 
farms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farm Diver- All 
Source of income Field sified full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck ::rops farms farms 
1Jm'cent 1JeTc ent 1Jercent 1JeTcent percen t 1Jercent p ercent 
Cash receipts 
Crop sales . .. 21 11 1 90 79 40 45 
Livestock sales 7 31 4 2 5 17 15 
Livestock products 
sold 66 54 2 32 30 
Miscellaneous ... 6 4 14 11 10 
Total cash receipts .. . 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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ceipts accounted for 79 percent of total receipts on field crop, 81 percent 
on fruit and 90 percent on truck farms, these crop farms having had rela-
tively minor receipts from livestock. Receipts on general farms were dis-
tributed more evenly between crops and livestock. For all full-time farms 
receipts from livestock and livestock products averaged the same as for 
crops, each accounting for 45 percent of total receipts. 
C ash Expenses 
Average cash expense per farm ranged from $666 on field crop farms 
to $2,2 66 on poultry farms. The average for diversified farms was $943 
as compared with $971 for all farms. 
Poultry farms had the largest average cash expense, but two-thirds of 
this was for feed purchased (tables 40 and 41). The largest items' of ex-
Table 40. Cash expense per fCLrm on speciCLlized fCLrms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farms Diver- All 
ltem Field sHied full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck c ro"-,s farms farms 
dolla1's dolla1's dOUa1'S dollu1's dollu1'S dollars dollu1's 
Hired labor ... ... .. . ... .. 412 208 210 274 128 141 168 
Custom work ....... . ..... 66 69 14 14 61 55 50 
Feeds . ......... 362 1,509 76 61 35 272 270 
Seeds and plants ... . .. . . .. 68 31 39 93 78 54 56 
State, county and special 
taxes .. .... . .... ... 218 140 114 93 145 151 144 
Water taxes 28 32 31 3 38 42 37 
Building and machinery 
expense .. .. . . . ... 116 107 29 42 60 66 64 
Supplies and services 51 59 145 192 38 4 64 
Fees and stock pasture 50 12 6 5 13 21 18 
Auto--farm share . . ... . . . 56 53 51 45 44 47 4 
Truck and tractor ... . . .. . 78 20 62 101 4 22 28 
Other 37 26 20 15 22 24 24 
Cash expenses .. . .. . ..... . 1,542 2,266 797 938 666 . 943 971 
Table 4l. P ercentCLge that each type of cash farm expense was of total 
current farm expenses on specialized farms Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farms Diver- All 
Item Field s ifi ed full-time 
Da iry Poultry Fruit Truck crallS fa rms farms 
1Jel'Cent p ercent peTcent peTcent pe1'cent p ercent pe1'cent 
Hired labor 26.7 9.2 26.3 29 .2 19.2 15.0 17.2 
Custom work 4.3 3.1 1.8 1.5 9.1 5.8 5.1 
Feed .... . . . . .. . . . . 23.5 66.6 9.5 6.5 5.3 28.9 28.0 
Seeds and plants 4.4 1.4 4.9 9.9 11.7 5.7 5.8 
State, county and 
special taxes 14.1 6.2 14.3 9.9 21.8 16.0 14. 
W ater taxes ... .. 1.8 1.4 3.9 .3 5.7 4.5 3. 
Building and m a-
chinery expense . . . 7.5 4.7 3.6 4.5 9.0 7.0 6.6 
Supplie and services 33 2.6 18.2 20 .5 5.7 5.1 6.6 
Fees and stock pasture 3.3 .5 .8 .5 2.0 2.2 1.8 
Auto--farm share . . 3.6 2.3 6.4 4. 6.6 5.0 4.9 
Truck and tractor 5.1 . 9 7.8 10 . .6 2.3 2.9 
Other 2.4 1.1 2.5 1.6 3.3 2.5 2.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
pense on dairy farms were for hired labor which accounted for 26.7 per-
cent, feeds which amounted to 23.5 percent, and taxes which equalled 
14.1 percent of total cash expenses. On fruit and truck farms, hired 
labor was the largest expense. Supplies and services were next largest. 
Fig. 11. Poultry farm. Poultry farms had the highest average labor earnings 
among Utah County farms in 1935. 
On field-crop farms', taxes, hired labor, and seeds and plants were the most 
important items of expense. On diversified farms, feeds, taxes, and hired 
labor were the largest items. 
Income by Type of Farm 
Summaries of investment, receipts, and expenditures by type of farms 
have already been noted but are presented in table 42 , in order to facilitate 
comparison with income. Although investment on poultry farms was 
less than on dairy farms', receipts, expenses, and farm income were 
larger on poultry farms, and since interest on investment and unpaid labor 
was less, the labor income of $86 8 for poultry farms was nearly double 
that of dairy farms which had a labor income of $451. 
Table 42. Summary of receipts, expenditures, and income on specialized 
farms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized farms ' Diver - All 
Item Field sified full-time 
Dairy Poultry Fruit Truck crops farms farms 
dollars dolla1's dolla1's dollars dolla1'S dollars dollars 
Total investment .. .. .. . .. 12,931 9,316 7,196 5,039 7,904 9,295 8,831 
Tota l cash receipts .. . . ... 2,851 4,052 1,330 1,877 1,256 1,727 1,764 
Inventory increases (net)* , 158 121 - 53 - 77 25 140 88 
Total receipts 
' " 
3,009 4,173 1,277 1,800 1,281 1,867 1,852 
Expenses 
Current expense 1,542 2,266 797 938 666 943 971 
Livestock purchases 122 406 23 34 39 127 109 
Total expenditures . . ... . .. 1,664 2,672 820 972 705 1,070 1,080 
Farm income " , . 1,345 1,501 457 828 576 797 772 
Va lue unpaid family labor . 248 167 201 172 119 171 170 
Interest on investment .. . 646 466 360 252 395 465 442 
Labor incom e . . . . . . . 451 868 -104 404 62 161 160 
Farm p rivileges .... . . .. .. 336 342 313 259 29 356 337 
Labor earnings .. 787 1,210 209 663 360 517 497 
*Minus sign (-) before figures indicates a net decrease. 
Of the specialized group, truck farms had the lowest investment but 
were third in receipts, expenditures, farm income, and labor income. 
Fruit and field-crop farms had next to the lowest investment, and had 
the lowest receipts, expenditures, fa rm income and labor income. The 
labor income of 161 on diversified farms wa practically the same as 
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that for all specialized farms. In the specialized group farm privileges 
ranged from 342 on poultry farms to 259 on truck farms as compared 
with 356 for diversified farms . Labor earnings ranged from 209 for 
fruit farms to 1,210 for poultry farms (fig. 11). 
Relation of Yield, Size, and Production to Family 
Earnings by Type of Fa rms 
Marked differences in investment, cropped acres, animal units, and 
intensity between type-of-farms have already been noted. Farms having 
few acres- fruit and truck- produced highly intensive crops so that dif-
ferences in size indexes were less marked than differences in acres or ani-
mal units'. Combined yield indexes for dairy and poultry farms exceeded 
those for diversified farms while yields on field crop and fruit farms were 
lower (table 43) . The combination of higher than average size and yield 
resulted in relatively high production indexes on dairy and poultry farms, 
while the opposite was true on fruit and field-crop farms (fig. 12). Yield, 
Table 43. Relation of family earnings to labor requirements, size, yield, 
and production on specialized farms, Utah County, 1935 
Specialized fa( m s Diver- All 
Item Field sified full-time 
Poultry Dairy Truck crops Fruit farms farms 
Family earnings* (dollars) , 1,377 1,035 835 479 410 6il8 667 
Combined intensity index .' 178 149 434 155 318 144 162 
Combined size index ..... . 114 136 90 76 82 94 92 
Number of productive 
man-work-units ........ 416 526 390 269 440 357 372 
Crop-yield index . . . . . . . . . . 123 117 108 99 84 106 102 
Livestock-yield index . .... 114 121 122 89 121 113 113 
Combined yield index . .. .. 118 119 108 98 88 108 105 
Production index ......... 134 162 97 74 72 102 97 
*Labor earnings plus unpaid family labor. 
Fig. 12. Field-crop farm . Specialized field-crop farms in 1935 had only slightly 
more than average number of cropped acres without any livestock enter-
prises. They provided only 269 days of productive labor and low labor 
earnings. 
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and to a lesser degree, size appear to have been the greatest f ac tors ac-
counting for differences in income among specialized farms in Utah 
County in 1935. 
Business Analysis of Diversified Farms 
Diversified farms constituted more than half of the full-time farms in 
Utah County. It has already been pointed out that as a group they cor-
responded closely in most respects to the county average. There was, 
however, considerable diversity in some respects among farms in this 
group . Diversified farms' were, therefore, divided into 5 t ypes as follows : 
crop-dairy, crop-poultry, crop-dairy-poultry, general crops, and general 
livestock farms Y 
Acreage of Land 
The acreage of irrigated cropland per farm did not vary greatly among 
various types of diversified farms, the range being from 35.0 acres on 
crop-dairy to 41.4 acres on general crop farms (table 44). Dry land and 
fallow acreage were several times as large on general crops and general 
livestock farms as on other diversified farms, but both were relatively 
unimportant as compared with irrigated cropland. Non-plowable pasture 
was most important on crop-dairy and on livestock farms. Differences 
in land resources between types of diversified farms were of little economic 
significance. 
Table 44. L and TeSOUTces peT [ann JOT diveTsified faTms, Utah County, 
1935 
Crop General All 
Land classifica tion Crop- Crop- da il'Y- General live- d iver-
dairy poultry poul try crops stock sified 
Number of farms 60 36 28 46 30 200 
acres aC1'es (W1'eS aC1'es (lC1'es aC1'es 
Fruit land 
" 
.7 2.0 1.6 .4 1.1 1.0 
Irrigated crop 35.0 40.1 37.9 41.4 35.1 37 .8 
Dry farm 1.0 2.0 5.5 5.8 2.8 
Fallow crop 1.0 2.3 .8 7.7 9.6 4,1 
Idle crop .. . . ..... . 1.4 4.0 1.0 2.7 1.7 2.1 
irrigated pasture 
Plowable 2.2 .8 1.8 1. 7 1. 2 1.6 
Non-plowable 7.3 4.8 1.5 4.6 11.2 6.0 
Dry pasture 5 ,1 6.4 2.6 4.2 15.6 6.4 
Range 6.4 12.9 5.4 21.7 10.7 11.6 
Farmstead 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1. 3 1.4 
Other 3.8 2.4 5.1 3.2 5.8 3.9 
Total la nd 65.3 79.2 59.2 94.6 99.1 78.7 
Relative Acreage of Principal Crops 
The percentage that alfalfa acreage was of total crop acreage on diver-
sified farms in Utah County ranged from 30 percent on general livestock 
to 40 percent on crop-poultry farms. Wheat acreage ranged from 20 to 
30 percent; sugar-beet acreage from 3 to 11 percent; and barley from 8 
to 12 percent (table 45) . More than three-fourths of the cropland of 
diversified farms was in hay or small grams. 
17 For basis of classifica tion see p. 40. 
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Table 45. Percentage of a.creage in diffe'tent c'tops on diveTsified farms 
Utah County, 1935 
Crop General A ll 
Crop Crop- Crop- dairy- General live- diver-
dairy poultry poultry c rops s t ock sified 
p e1·cent 1Je1·cent 1Jercent pm·cent 1Je1"Cent percent 
Alfalfa 34 40 34 35 30 35 
Other h;Y ·· 3 4 'j 4 4 
Wheat 20 23 26 28 30 25 
Oats 4 3 3 6 4 4 
Barley 8 9 12 8 9 9 
Total hay and g rain 69 79 75 84 77 77 
Sugar beets 11 3 8 6 6 7 
Potatoes 1 3 1 1 2 1 
Peas .. 3 2 2 3 2 2 
Corn 1 1 2 1 2 1 
T omatoes 2 1 1 1 1 1 
Onions 1 1 1 1 1 
All other 12 10 10 4 9 10 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Crop Yields 
Yields of alfalfa and other hay were considerably above average on 
crop-dairy, crop-dairy-poultry and general livestock farms (table 46). 
Yields of tomatoes and sugar beets were highest on general crop farms . 
The crop-yield index ranged from 92 on crop-poultry farms to 115 on 
crop-dairy-poultry farms. 
Table 46. Ave'tage crop yields per acre on dive'tsified fa'tms, Utah County, 
1935 
Cl'Op- General All 
Crop Crop- Crop- dairy- Genera l live- diver-
Unit dairy poultry poultry crops s t ock sif ied 
Alfalfa Tons 2.8 1.8 2.9 2.4 2.8 2.5 
Other hay Tons 2.0 1.8 1.0 1.7 2. 1 1.8 
Wheat Bu. 38.0 35.0 45.0 32.0 28.0 35.0 
Oats Bu. 54.0 41.0 47 .0 48.0 58.0 50.0 
Barley Bu. 65.0 47.0 55.0 50.0 54.0 54.0 
Corn Bu. 30.0 14.0 27 .0 24.0 21.0 23.0 
Tomatoes T ons 5.3 4.7 7.7 8.4 6.0 6.3 
Sug a r beets Tons 12.1 12.2 11.9 12.6 10.4 12.0 
Potatoes Bu. 103.0 301.0 88.0 121.0 161.0 181.0 
Peas Tons 1.5 1.1 2.1 1.8 1.6 1.6 
Onions Bu. 788.0 390.0 640.0 288.0 423.0 560.0 
Crop y ield index* 109.0 92.0 115.0 109.0 103.0 106.0 
"" State average 1926-31=100. 
Number of Livestock 
A marked difference among diversified farms occurred in kinds and 
number of livestock on farms. Crop-dairy (fig. 13) and crop-dairy-
poultry farms each averaged slightly more than 6 dairy cows and slightly 
less than 4 other dairy cattle. With respect to other livestock, these two 
types were similar except that the crop-dairy-poultry farms had, in ad-
dition to the dairy enterprise, a poultry unit which averaged 269 hens 
(table 47). 
Fig. 13. Crop-da iry farm . In addit ion t o a diversified crop prog ram, cr op-dairy 
farms had a dairy enterprise a veraging 6.3 cows per farm . 
Table 47. N umber of livestock per farm on diversi f ied farms , Utah 
County, 1935 
Crop- General All 
K ind of livestock Crop- Crop- da iry- General live- diver-
da iry poultry poultr y crops stock sif ied 
Dairy cows 6.3 2.5 6.0 2.7 35 4.3 
Ot her dairy cattle 3.9 1.0 3.9 1.7 1.9 2.6 
Beef cows . 2 .9 6.1 3 . 2.2 
Other beef cattle .9 1.6 .2 6.2 4.5 2.7 
Sheep 1.5 .4 3.9 .0 ] 3.0 4.8 
H orses 2.7 2. 3.2 3.2 3.0 3.0 
Colts . . .6 .6 .5 .5 .6 .6 
Hogs 3.2 1.4 4.3 3.0 53 2.2 
H en s 28 .6 414.5 268.9 42.4 74.7 141.8 
Turkeys 1.3 84.2 7.6 2.9 3.6 17.8 
General livestock f arms averaged 3 .5 dairy cows per farm while general 
crops and crop-poultry averaged about 2 .5 dairy cows. Beef cattle and 
sheep were relatively most numerous on general crop and general live-
stock farms . Poultry were important only on crop-poultry and crop-
dairy-poultry farms, the crop-poultry farms (fig. 14) having an aver-
age of 415 hens per farm . 
T he relative importance of various kinds of livestock is shown more 
readily in num ber of animal units than in number of head (table 48). 
Table 48. N umber of animal units per f arm on di'uersified f arms, Utah 
County, 1935 
Class of livestock Crop-
dairy 
Da iry cattle 10.2 
Beef cattle .7 
Sheep ...... .3 
H ogs ........ . ....... ... .5 
Chickens ............. ... .3 
Turkeys ......... . . . 
T ota l product ive livest ock 12.0 
H orses 3.1 
Total livest ock 15.1 
Crop-
poult r y 
3.7 
1.9 
.1 
.2 
5.2 
1.3 
12.4 
3.1 
15.5 
Crop-
dairy-
poultry 
9. 
.1 
.7 
3.3 
.1 
14. 
3.4 
18.2 
General 
Gen eral Iive-
c rops stock 
44 5.5 
9.7 6.4 
1.6 2.6 
.5 .9 
.5 1.1 
.1 .1 
16.6 
3.4 3.3 
20.2 19.9 
All 
diver-
if ied 
6.9 
3.8 
1.0 
.4 
1.8 
.3 
14.2 
3.2 
17.4 
D airy cattle accounted for 85 percent of productive animal units on 
crop-dairy and 66 percent on crop-dairy-poultry f arms. Chickens 'con -
stit uted 42 percent of productive animal units on crop-poultry farms, 
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and 22 percent on crop-dairy-poultry farms. Nearly 60 percent of the 
productive animal units on general crop farms (fig. 15) and 40 percent 
of those on general livestock farms were beef cattle. Beef cattle were rela-
tively unimportant on all types of diversified farms . 
There were fewer animal units per farm on farms with commercial 
dairy or poultry enterprises but these were the more intensive kinds of 
livestock. 
Livestock Yields on Dairy and Poultry Farms 
Production of butterfat per cow w as' above the state average on both 
specialized and diversified dairy and poultry farms , being highest on 
specialized dairy and next highest on crop-dairy farms (table 49). Egg 
production also was above state average except on specialized dairy farms. 
Table 49. Livestock yield on dai'ry and poultry f arms, Uta,h County , 1935 
Item 
State 
average 
1926-31 
P ounds butterfat per cow 206 
E ggs per hen ... 104 
Livestock y ield index ... 100 
Intensity of Production 
Sp ecia lized 
fa rms 
Dair y P oultry 
279 
78 
121 
217 
158 
114 
D ivers if ied farm s 
Crop-
Crop- Crop- dairy-
da iry- poult ry poul t r y 
251 
113 
112 
239 
162 
120 
237 
145 
119 
Crop production on diversified farms in Utah County though less in-
tensive than on specialized f arms was' still about 40 percent above the 
average for the state, and livestock production nearly 61 percent more 
intensive, making the combined intensity 44 percent above the state aver-
age for 1926- 31. Crop-poultry and crop-dairy-poultry farms w ere the 
most intensive of the diversified farms having a combined intensity index 
of 168. The combined intensity index on crop-dairy farms was 157. 
Intensity of production on general farms was relatively low for both 
crop and livestock enterprises so that the combined intensity index for 
general livestock farms (fig. 16) was 126 and for general crop farms 
only 113 as compared with 144 for all di~ersified farms (table 50). 
F ig . 14. Crop-poultry farm. Crop-p oultry f arms had a poult ry enterprise averag ing 
415 hens in a ddit ion t o divers ified crop enterprises. 
Fig. 15. Gen eral crops farm . Two-thirds of the productive animal units on general 
crop farms were of the extensive kind (beef cattle and sheep). Labor 
earnings on general crop farms were lowest among the diversified farms 
in 1935. 
Table 50. Indexes of intensity of crop and livestock ente1-pTises on di-
versified farms, Utah County, 1935 
(State average 1926-31=100) 
Crop- General All 
Indexes Crop- Cl'OP- dairy- General live- diver-
dairy poultry poultry crops stock sif ied 
Crop intensity 153 149 154 11 130 140 
Livestock intensity 164 226 196 102 119 161 
Combined intensity 157 168 16 113 126 144 
Capital Investment 
Average capital invested per farm did not differ greatly among farm 
types, the difference between the largest and smallest being but 1,045. 
Investment in various items was also relatively uniform (table 51). 
Table 51. Ca:pital investment per fann f01' diversified farms, Utah 
County, 1935 
Crop- General All diversified 
Average investment Crop- CroD- dairy- General li ve- Per-
per farm dairy poultry poultry crops stock Value centage 
dolla1's dolla1's dolla1's dollwrs dolla1's d<>llaTs lJeTcent 
R eal estate .. 7,471 7,596 8,043 8,107 7,204 7,680 83 
Livestock .. . 799 831 1,026 904 1,112 907 10 
Machinery 491 477 633 435 459 491 5 
Feeds and supplie 1 6 172 290 242 226 217 2 
Total capital .. 9,076 9,992 9,688 9,001 9,295 100 
Operator's Investment and Equity 
Operators of diversified farms owned 90 percent of the total farm in-
vestment (table 52). Their average investment amounted to 8,336 
against which there was an average indebtedness of 2,357, leaving an 
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equity of 5,979 to the operator. Of the total indebtedness 1,995 (85 
percent) was secured by real estate mortgages. 
Eighty percent of farmers operating diversified farms reported indebt-
edness; 66 percent reported mortgage indebtedness (table 53). The ratio 
of indebtedness' to operator's investment averaged 28 percent for all 
farms and 40 percent for farms having real estate mortgages. 
Table 52. Operator 's in'vestment and equity on diversified f arms, Utah 
County, 1935 
Crop- All 
Item Crop- Crop- dairy- Gen eral d iver-
dairy poultry poultry if ied 
Operator's investm en t-dolJars 8,565 7,881 8,759 
Percen t of total capital-percen t 96 7 8 
Operator's indebtedness 
Real estate mor tgag es-dollars 1,825 2,143 2,823 1,603 1,989 1,995 
Notes-including cha ttel 
mor tga ge-dollars 150 253 166 212 34 5 214 
Ot her-dolla rs . ......... 160 146 157 134 137 148 
Total indebtedn~ss 2,135 2,542 3,146 1,949 2,471 2,357 
Operator's equity 6,4 30 5,339 5,613 6,931 4,723 5,979 
Table 53. Ratio of indebtedness to ope'rator's investment on diversified 
farms, Utah County, 1935 
Item 
Percent age of farms 
having indebtedness 
P ercentage of farms 
having mortgages 
Rat io of indebtedness t o 
op erator's investment 
A verage for a ll farms 
A verage for mortgaged fa r m 
Crop-
dai ry 
Cr op -
poult ry 
p e1'cent pm'cent 
65 67 
25 32 
38 45 
36 
37 
General 
General li ve-
s tock 
All 
diver-
sified 
percent percent 
70 
61 57 66 
22 34 28 
3 44 40 
Fig. 16. General livestock farm. General livestock farms have several kinds of 
livestock but not sufficient of any kind for a commercial unit. 
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Cash Receipts 
Crop sales on diversified farms ranged from 523 on general livestock 
farms to $764 on crop-dairy farms (table 54). On general crop farms 
58 percent and on crop-dairy farms 49 percent of cash receipts were from 
sale of. crops while on crop-poultry and crop-dairy-poultry farmS' only 
28 percent was from crops (table 55). On the latter farms sales of live-
stock products amounted to 49 percent and 44 percent, respectively, of 
total receipts. Sales of li vestock ranged from 11 percent of receipts on 
crop-dairy to 26 percent on general livestock farms. 
Table 54. A verage r eceipts per f a?-m on dive?"si fied f a?'ms, Utah County, 
1935 
Crop- Gen er a l A ll 
Item Crop- Cr op- da iry- Ge ner a l live- diver-
dairy poultr y poultry c rops s tock s ified 
dolla1's doUa1's dolla1's dollars dollaTs do llaTs 
Cash r eceipts 
Crop sales sai~~ 764 673 621 731 523 684 Livest oc k 171 476 352 236 374 297 
Livestock products . . 429 1,189 998 119 338 560 
Miscellaneous .. . 194 98 272 174 211 186 
Total cash l'eceipts ..... 1,558 2,436 2,243 1,260 1,446 1,727 
Table 55. P ercentage r eceipts f rom specified sources on diversified farms, 
Utah County, 1935 
Crop- General All 
Item Crop- Crop- dairy- General live- diver-
dairy poultry poultry crops s t ock sified 
pm'cent percen t p e1'cent pm'cent percent p e1'cent 
Ca sh r eceipts 
Cr op sales ......... . ... 49 28 28 58 36 40 
Livestock sales 11 19 16 19 26 17 
Lives tock products 28 49 44 9 23 32 
Miscellaneous 12 4 12 14 15 11 
T otal cash r eceipts 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Current Expenses 
Current expenses on diversified farms ranged from $715 on general 
livestock to $1,630 on crop-poultry farms. The relatively high expense 
on crop-poultry and crop-dairy-poultry farms was due to purchased 
feed-mostly poultry feed. If this item were reduced to that on other 
types, average current expenses on each type would be between $700 and 
$800 (table 56). 
Three itemS', labor, feed, and taxes, accounted for around two-thirds of 
total current expense. Labor was the largest item of expense on general crop 
farms, general livestock farms, and crop-dairy farms, while feed was the 
largest it~m on crop-poultry and crop-dairy-poultry farms (table 57). 
While amount of taxes per farm was relatively equal for all types of di-
versified farms, percentage which taxes were of total current cash ex-
penses varied considerably, ranging from 9 to 23 percent. This variation 
was largely due to differences in total expenses, which, as explained above, 
were largely accounted for by differences in amount of feed purchased. 
Summary of Investment. Receipts, Expenditures. and Income 
The main differences between types of diversified farms were closely 
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Table 56. Cash expense per fa1'm on diversi/,I.ed f arms, Utah County, 
1935 
Crop- General All 
Item Crop- Crop- dairy- General live- diver-
dairy poultry poultry crops stock sified 
dollars dolla1's dolla1's dolla1'S dolla1's dolla7's 
Hired labor .. . ... . . . .. .. .. . 127 191 120 145 122 141 
Custom work ... .. . . ... . .. . . 56 50 51 70 56 55 
Feeds ......... " 116 808 384 70 148 272 
Seeds and p lants 50 68 51 57 46 54 
State, county and special taxes 156 147 130 175 134 1-51 
Water taxes 37 39 49 4 38 42 
Building and machinery 
expense 46 113 87 61 39 66 
Supplies and services 40 102 40 33 27 48 
F'ees and stock pasture . .. .. 18 12 24 28 18 21 
Auto--farm share . . . 34 60 74 35 50 47 
Truck and tractor . . . . . . . . . . 25 22 30 13 4 22 
Other . .. 16 18 22 35 33 24 
Total cash expense . . 721 1,630 1,062 770 716 943 
Table 57. Principal items of expense as percentage of total cash expense 
for div'ersified farms, Utah County, 1935 
Crop- General All 
Item Crop- Crop- dairy- General live- d iver-
dairy poult ry poultry crops stock sif ied 
1Jercent pm'cent percent percent 1Jercent percent 
Labor hired and custom . .. . 25 15 16 28 26 21 
Feeds .... 16 50 36 9 21 29 
Taxes ... . ... . .. . . . . . . " 22 9 12 23 19 16 
All other 37 26 36 40 35 34 
Total .... 100 100 100 100 100 100 
associated with kind of livestock enterprises. Crop-dairy-poultry farms 
had commercial units of both dairy and poultry in addition to crop enter-
prises. These livestock units increased not only the labor on the farm but 
also expenditures and receipts. The extra expenditures arising from dairy 
and poultry enterprises were, however, less than receipts, so that farm 
and labor incomes were largest on this type of diversified farm amounting 
to $1,178 and $471, respectively (table 58) . 
Crop-poultry farms with second largest average income had, in addition 
to crop enterprises, a commercial poultry unit which averaged about 50 
percent larger than the poultry units on the crop-dairy-poultry farms. 
Purchased poultry feed, which accounted for about half the current cash 
expenses on these farms, raised total current expenses above those for other 
types, but receipts from livestock products were likewise large. In two 
efficiency ratios, crop-poultry farms were first, having largest number of 
man-work-units per man and largest gross receipts per man. 
Crop-dairy farms, with a commercial dairy unit in addition to crop 
enterprises, had the lowest investment, smallest number of animal units, 
and as low cropped acreage as any of the diversified types. These f arms, 
however, had fairly intensive crop and livestock enterprises so that they 
were third in productive man-work-units per farm, and in farm income, 
and fourth in labor income. Both crop-dairy and crop-dairy-poultry 
farms (fig. 17) exceeded other types in value of unpaid family labor 
utilized. 
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Table 58. S1l-?n?naTY of Teceipts, expendituTes, inco?ne, and selected effi-
ciency factoTs on diveTsified faTms, Utah County, 1935 
Crop- General All 
Item Crop- Crop- da iry- General live- diver-
dairy poultry poultry c rops stock if ied 
dollars dolla-rs dollars dollaTs dolla7's dollars 
Total investment ,947 9,076 9,992 9,688 9,001 9,295 
Total cash receipts 1,558 2,436 2,243 1,260 1,446 1,727 
Inventory increases (net) 44 248 189 244 140 
Total receipts and 
net increa es 1,602 2,684 2,432 1,345 1,690 1,867 
Expenses 
Current expenses 721 1,630 1,062 no 715 943 
Livestock purchases 60 188 192 100 170 127 
Total cash expen ditures , 1,254 1,070 
Farm income 1,178 05 797 
Value of unpaid family 
labor .. . . .. 203 121 208 183 113 171 
Interest on investment 447 454 499 4 5 450 465 
Labor income 171 291 471 -193 242 161 
Farm privilege 343 344 408 370 324 356 
Labor earnings 514 635 879 177 566 517 
umber of man-work-units 365 399 415 293 331 357 
Crop acr es irrigated 36 42 39 42 36 39 
Number of animal units 15 16 18 20 20 ] 7 
Tumber of man-work-
u nits per man 229 269 264 197 230 233 
Gross receipts per man 988 $1,757 $1,482 55 $1,071 $1,164 
Percent receipts are 
of expenditures 205 148 194 154 191 174 
In investment, irrigated crop acreage, receipts, expenditures, and farm 
lllcome, general livestock farms averaged about the same as crop-dairy 
farms. 1 Unpaid family labor was not utilized to ,as large an extent, so 
labor income on general livestock farms was larger than on crop-dairy, 
but less than for crop: poultry and crop-dairy-poultry farms. 
As compared with general livestock farms , general crop farms had 
larger investment, more acres of irrigated cropland, and larger receipts 
1 Dairy enterprise was probably at some di advan tage in 19 35 as compared with other 
livestock enterprises. See p. 27. 
Fig. 17. Crop-dairy-poultry farm. Crop-dairy-poultry farms w hich had commercial 
units of both dairy and poultry in addition to diversified crops had t he 
highest labor earnings among diversified farms in Utah County in 1935. 
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from crops. Receipts from sale of livestock were lower and receipts from 
sale of livestock products much lower, so that total receipts were consider-
ably below those of other types of diversified farms. These low receipts 
resulted in a farm income of only $475 and a labor income of -$193. 
General crop farms were relatively large in number of animal units, in-
vestment and irrigated crop acreage, but both crop and livestock enter-
prises were markedly less intensive than on other diversified farms. These 
conditions reduced the average productive man-work-units per farm to 
293, the lo~est for any of the diversified farms. 
Relation of Production to Family Earnings 
Diversified farms of Utah County were family farms. They provided 
most of the employment for the farmer and for children who lived on 
the farm, even though they were usually not sufficiently large to pro-
vide employment for all available family labor. Farm income, was there-
fore a family income. A considerable part of the family living, especially 
food and shelter, was furnished by the farm. Total family earnings from 
the farm after allowing 5 percent interest on investment, consisted of 
labor income plus value of unpaid family labor plus value of farm privi-
leges. 
Average family earnings on diversified farms in 1935 varied from $360 
on general crop to $1,087 on crop-dairy-poultry farms, the average for 
all diversified farms being $688. 
Our previous analysis has shown that there was little economic signifi-
cance in difference in land resources, in crop acres, in number of animal 
units or even in investment per farm between types of diversified farms 
in Utah County. Although expenses differed considerably, these differ-
ences were largely accounted for by purchases of prepared feeds for poul-
try, so that they are not of particular significance in accounting for 
differences in profitableness among types of farms. Important differences 
occurred in kinds of crops and livestock produced and in rates of crop and 
livestock production, that is in intensity and in yield. In general, the 
relative production of a farm bears' a close relation to amount of labor 
required to produce crops and to care for productive livestock. Average 
man-work-units per farm ranged from 293 on general crop to 415 on 
crop-dairy-poultry farms varying directly with family earnings from 
the farm. 
Intensive cr~p and livestock enterprises usually require relatively large 
amounts of labor. Farms with dairy and poultry enterprises were more 
intensive than general farms with respect to both crop and livestock 
enterprises, the combined intensity index for these being around 50 per-
cent greater than on general crop farms. There was a direct relation be-
tween intensity of production and family earnings on diversified farms. 
Usual measures of size-acreage of farm land, cropland, number of 
animals, amount of investment-are inadequate to show economically 
significant differences in size of diversified farms. A size index which 
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takes into consideration not only number of crop acres and farm ani-
mals but also intensity of crop and livestock enterprises, brings out more 
clearly the influence of size on family earnings. Combined size index 
on diversified farms varied from 85 on general crop farms to IlIon 
crop-poultry farms. The size index for all diversified farms was 94 indi-
cating that these were 6 percent below the 1926-31 average for the state. 
Although crop-poultry farms had largest size index they did not have 
greatest income. Here is a case where the advantage of size was more 
than offset by relatively low yield. Livestock yield on crop-poultry farms 
was' 20 percent above average for the state but crop yields19 were low so 
that the combined yield index was below average for all diversified 
, farms. The production index, which combines the influence of size 
and yield was 113 on crop-poultry as compared with 126 for crop-dairy-
poultry farms. 
Family earnings for various types of diversified farms varied directly 
with production index. This index ranged from 126 on crop-dairy-poultry 
farms to 84 on general crop farms while family earnings for corresponding 
type of farms' ranged from $1,087 to $360 (table 59). 
Table 59. Relation of fannily ewrnings to labor requiJrements, intensity, 
size, yield, and production on diversified fa,rms in Uta,h County, 
1935 
Crop- General 
Item dairy- Crop- Crop- live- General 
poultry poultry dairy s tock crops 
Family earnings* , , , , , , , , , , . . $1,087 $ 756 $ 717 679 $ 360 
Productive man-work-units 
per farm 415 399 365 331 293 
Intensity index 168 168 157 126 113 
Size index 108 111 88 87 85 
Yield index 
Crops 115 92 109 103 109 
Livestock 119 120 112 121 90 
Combined 117 102 110 109 104 
Production index 126 113 97 95 84 
* Labor earnings plus value of unpaid labor. 
Analysis by Income Groups 
Comparison of Upper Income Quartiles of Diversified Farms 
All 
diver-
sified 
688 
357 
144 
94 
106 
113 
108 
102 
The foregoing analysis of diversified farms has been on the basis of 
average for the group. Farms within any group will of course present 
considerable variation in income, size, yields, and other factors. Farmers 
will probably be interested in knowing the situation on the more successful 
farms. Progressive farmers will not be satisfied with average performance. 
In order to show characteristics of the more successful farms in each type 
of farm and to compare thes'e with the less successful farms, certain data 
are presented by income quartiles. 20 A number of important items for 
the upper income quartile for each of the diversified farm types are pre-
sented in table 60. 
19 Poultry units are often established on uneven and gravelly soils not well adapted to 
production of crops. 
20 A quartile is one-fourth of all farms in a group. Upper income quartile is the 
fourth having highest income. 
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Table 60. Summary of selected factors for ?l.pper income quartile of diver-
sified farms in Utah County, 1935 
Crop- General All 
Item Crop- Crop- dairy- Jive- General diver-
dairy poultry poultry stock crops sified 
dolla1's dolla.7·s dolla1'S dollars dolla1's dollars 
Total investment 11,824 8,915 12,500 15,275 9,226 11,296 
Cash receipts 2,693 2,952 3,033 2,679 1,620 2,584 
Net inventory increase 103 377 420 790 73 292 
Total receipts 
(cash plus net increase) 2,796 3,329 3,723 3,469 1,693 2,876 
Current expenses 1,002 1,467 1,420 877 689 1,059 
Livestock purchases 72 166 267 510 77 181 
Total current expenses 
plus livestock purchases 1,074 1,633 1,687 1,387 766 1,240 
Farm income (receipts 
less expenditures) 1,723 1,696 2,036 2,082 927 1,636 
Value unpaid labor 152 170 186 111 87 140 
Interest on investment (5 % ) 591 446 626 764 461 565 
Labor income 979 1,080 1,224 1,207 379 931 
Family earnings 1,701 1,884 2,004 1,965 1,049 1,300 
Crop-yield index 127 145 125 130 124 129 
Livestock-yield index . ..... . 132 136 124 145 93 128 
Combined yield index ..... 129 141 124 135 116 129 
Size index 'i~'d'~~ . . . . . . . . . . . 122 106 143 130 86 115 Production 157 150 178 176 100 149 
Number of man-work-units . 519 371 543 470 303 434 
Number of crop acres 47 40 49 55 46 47 
Number of animal units . 21 17 22 32 18 21 
Number of man-work-units 
per man 283 255 331 277 209 267 
With the exception of general crop farms, the upper income quartiles 
for all types of diversified farms were similar in many respects . Labor 
incomes were from around $1,000 to $1,200, while cash receipts were 
from $2,700 to $3,000, and farm incomes from $1,700 to $2,000. Pro-
duction indexes were roughly from 150 to 175; yield indexes from 125 
to 140; size indexes from 110 to 140; number of man-work-units around 
400 to 500; and man-work-units per man from 250 to 330. With re-
spect to all these factors general crop farms were below other types of 
diversified farms . On general crop farms only 10 percent of the cash 
receipts was from the sale of livestock products as compared with from 
29 to 52 percent on other diversified types . While crop acres and crop 
yields on general crop farms' were about average, livestock yields and in-
tensity of livestock production were distinctly below those for other 
types. 
Comparison of Upper Income Quartile of Specialized Farms 
Except for fruit farms, the small income of which was caused by un-
usually low yields in 1935, field-crop farms had the lowest average labor 
income among specialized farms. This income was les's than that of any 
of the diversified farms except general crop farms. Labor income, for 
the upper quartile of field-crop farms was $592 as compared with $1,099 
for dairy and $1,898 for . poultry farms. Field-crop farms had more 
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crop acres but the smaller number of animal units and less intense pro-
duction resulted in markedly lower labor income. The specialized field-
crop farm like itS' counterpart-the general crop farm-appears to be less 
well adapted to conditions extant in Utah County than farms having in-
tensive livestock enterprises (table 61). 
Table 61. Summary of selected factors for upper income q'Uartile for 
specialized dairy, poultry, and field Cr01J farms, Utah County, 
1935 
Item 
Total investment 
Cash receipts .... . ..... . 
Net inventory increase 
Total receipts (cash plus net increase) 
Current expenses . .. .. . ... . . . . 
Livestock purchases 
Total current expenses plus livestock 
purchases . .... . . . . . . 
Dairy 
dolla?'s 
. . . 16,072 
4,323 
552 
4,875 
2,390 
243 
2,633 
Farm income (receipts less expenditures) 2,242 
Value unpaid labor . . . . . . . . . 340 
Interest on investment (5 % ) 803 
Labor income 
Farm privileges .. . 
Labor earnings 
1,099 
441 
1,540 
Crop yield index .... 117 
Livestock yield index 108 
Combined yield index . .. .. . .. . .. 112 
Size index 196 
Production index . . . . . . . . . . 220 
Number of man-work-units . .......... 758 
Number of crop-acres 56 
Number of animal units ... .. ........ 45 
Number of man-work-units per man .. 321) 
Gross receipts per man . . $1,856 
Percent receipts are of expenses 185 
Poultry 
dolla?'s 
9,353 
5,110 
Z04 
5,314 
2,308 
478 
2,786 
2,528 
162 
468 
1,898 
334 
2,2'32 
167 
134 
146 
117 
171 
422 
29 
22 
256 
$3,086 
191 
Farm type 
F'ield 
crop 
dollars 
8,712 
1,859 
75 
1,934 
769 
66 
835 
1,099 
72 
435 
592 
224 
816 
106 
84 
104 
92 
96 
275 
63 
9 
203 
$1,434 
232 
Summary of Analysis of Type of Farm by Income Quartiles 
All 
specialized 
dollars 
9,879 
3,224 
156 
3,380 
1,258 
498 
1,756 
1,624 
146 
494 
984 
279 
1,263 
114 
114 
114 
99 
113 
451 
44 
33 
251 
$1,937 
214 
Analysis of upper and lower income quartiles shows that for both the 
upper income quartile and for the type, in both diversified and specialized 
groups, farms having commercial livestock enterprises· producing a con-
siderable quantity of livestock products had a larger labor income in 1935 
than farms which depended largely on sale of crops. 
As a general rule, the upper income quartile on diversified farms had 
a larger investment than the lower income group, but in the case ()f spe-
cialized farms the reverse was true (table 62). However, other measures· 
of size-crop acres, number of animal units, number of man-work-units, 
and size index- are distinctly larger for the upper income quartile. Dif-
ferences in size were perhaps of less importance than differences in yield 
and efficiency. The combined yield index for upper income quartiles of 
diversified farms was 129 and for specialized 114 as compared with 93 
and 91 for the lower quartile. The production index for the upper quar-
tiles was 149 for diversified and 113 for specialized farms as compared 
with 86 and 79 for the lower. Gross receipts per man and ratio of re-
FARMS IN UTAH COUNT'Y 65 
ceipts to expenses were twice as large for the upper as for the lower income 
quartiles and man-work-units per man were somewhat larger. The dif-
ference in crop acres' harvested was not great. 
F arms having the larger labor incomes in Utah County in 1935 were, 
on the average, larger, had better yields, and had higher efficiency ratios 
than those having lower labor incomes. 
Table 62. Summary of selected factors for upper and lower income groups 
for diversified and fo'}'" specialized farms in Utah County, 1935 
Diversified 
Item 
Upper Lower 
income income 
quartile quartile 
doUa1's 
Total investment . 11,296 
Cash receipts . . . . .. ... 2,584 
Net inventory increase 
(- denotes decrease) 292 
Total receipts (cash plus net increase) 2,876 
Current expenses 1,059 
Livestock purchases 181 
Total current expenses plus 
livestock purchases 1,240 
Farm income (receipts less expenditure) 1,636 
Value unpaid labor '" 140 
Interest on investment (5 % ) 565 
Labor income , , , , , . , , , , . , . . , , , . 
Farm privileges "" ,. , "',. , 
Labor earnings 
931 
369 
1,300 
Crop yield index " ',.,' ,"" ,', 129 
Livestock yield index " , ." .. , .. , 128 
Combined yield index " " " .. ,' 129 
Size index 115 
Production index """" ' . ,., .. ' 149 
Number of man-work-units "'. ," 434 
Number of crop acres 47 
Number of animal units , , , , , , . , , , , 21 
Number of man-work-unita per man 267 
Gross receipts per man ""',',",", $1,684 
Percent receipts are of expenses " 234 
dolla1's 
10,309 
1,290 
103 
1,393 
1,030 
124 
1,154 
239 
192 
514 
-467 
374 
-93 
89 
97 
93 
93 
86 
327 
43 
19 
205 
$ 812 
127 
Specialized 
Upper Lower 
income income 
quartile quartile 
dollars 
9,879 
3,224 
156 
3,380 
1,258 
498 
1,756 
1,624 
146 
494 
984 
279 
1,263 
114 
114 
114 
99 
113 
451 
44 
33 
251 
$1,937 
214 
dolla1's 
12,335 
1,677 
-45 
1,632 
1,283 
81 
1,364 
268 
257 
618 
-607 
401 
-206 
86 
108 
91 
86 
79 
378 
38 
20 
224 
912 
118 
Business Analysis of Livestock Ranches 
Only 17 of the farm business records obtained were from ranches. In-
vestment of these averaged about two and one-half times as much as on 
diversified farms, crop acreage was twice as much and number of animal 
units more than 6 times as many (table 63). Animal units however were 
largely range cattle and sheep (fig. 18) and since crop production was 
less intensive the number of productive man-work-units was only 58 
percent greater on ranches than on diversified farms'. 
Receipts from crop and livestock products were relatively equal-but 
receipts from sale of livestock were 10 times greater on ranches. Farm 
income on ranches was more than twice that of diversified farms but 
after interest on the larger investment in ranches and the larger value 
of unpaid family labor were deducted the resulting labor income for 
ranches' was $115 as compared with $1 61 on diversified farms. 
Fig. 18. Sheep ranch. Considerable numbers of lambs are fattened in the Spring-
ville area of Utah County. 
Business Analysis of Part-time Farms 
From a random sample of 481 farms in Utah County 105 (22 percent) 
were part-time farms. Part-time farms as herein defined are for the most 
part, farms which require less than 151 man-work-days to perform the 
productive labor on the farm, this requirement being calculated in terms 
of the average time taken for farm operations in the State of Utah. Such 
a definition does not necessitate the operator's engagement in other occu-
pations in addition to farming,21-in fact one-third of part-time farmers 
in Utah County in 1935 were engaged almost exclusively in farming. 
Of 105 part-time farmers, 30 did no work away from their farms, 37 
did less than 50 days of work away, and 38 did 50 or more days of work 
away from their farms. 
As compared with diversified farms (which are typical of full-time 
farms in Utah County) part-time farms have only about one-third the 
physical and economic bases of farm production. Irrigated cropland per 
farm averaged 14.2 acres, and number of animal units 5.1 as compared 
with 38.8 acres and 17.4 animal units on diversified farms (table 64). 
Total investment on part-time farms averaged 3,994 which was equal 
to 43 percent of investment on diversified farms, but the home represented 
a large portion of total investment on part-time farms. The value of 
operator's dwelling on part-time farms averaged 910 or 23 percent of 
total investment. On diversified farms value of the operator's dwelling 
21 Such farms have sometimes been designated subsistence farms. 
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Table 63. Sumnnary of selected factors on ranches and diversified farms, 
Utah County, 1935 
Average investment 
Real estate . . .. . . ... . . 
Livestock . ... . . ... . ... . . . ..... . 
Machinery ... . ..... . . . .... . . 
Feed and supplies 
Total investment . . .. . 
Receipts 
Crop sales 
Livestock sales 
Livestock products 
Miscellaneous . . .. .. .. ... . 
Inventory increase 
Total receipts 
Expenditures 
Current expenses 
Livestock purchases 
Total cash expenditures 
Farm income . . . . . . . ... . . ... .. . .. . 
Unpaid family Jabor .. .. . .. . . . .... . .. . . . . 
Interest on in vestment 
Labor income 
Farm privileges 
Number of crop acres . . . . . 
Number of animal units 
Man-work-units 
Diversified 
Ranches farms 
dollars dollars 
18,260 7,680 
3,985 907 
1,019 491 
433 217 
23,697 9,295 
710 684 
2,901 297 
515 560 
298 186 
300 140 
4,724 1,867 
1,822 943 
1,123 127 
2,945 1,070 
1,779 797 
479 171 
1,185 465 
115 161 
512 356 
82 42 
121 17 
562 357 
averaged $1,276 or 14 percent of total investment. If we subtract value 
of operator's dwelling from total investment the remainder represents in-
vestment used for farm productive purposes. This investment per farm 
amounts to $8,019 for diversified farms and $3,084 for part-time farms, 
so that part-time farms have only 38 percent as much productive capital 
as diversified farms . 
There was little difference in crop acres, animal units or investment 
per farm among part-time farms when classified according to number 
of days worked away, but receipts from sale of farm products were largest 
on farms having no work away from farm. Miscellaneous receipts, being 
largely from work away from farm, increased with the amount of such 
work. Total receipts averaged $550 for part-time farms as compared with 
$1,867 for diversified farms, while expenses averaged $393 as compared 
with $1,070 for diversified farms . On part-time farms expenses equalled 
71 percent of receipts; on diversified farms they equalled 57 percent. 
Part-time farms depended more largely on crop sales than on livestock, 
receipts from sale of livestock and livestock products amounting to but 
77 percent of crop sales as compared to 125 percent on diversified farms. 
Farm income on part-time farms was only one-fifth that of diversified 
farms, but farm privileges were two-thirds as large, so that farm privi-
leges plus farm income on part-time farms were equal to one-third that 
of diversified farms. Farm income plus farm privileges averaged $401 
per part-time farm. 
One might expect that part-time farms, being small and often provid-
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Table 64. Summ,(try of selected factors for part-time farms in Utah 
County, 1935 
Item 
N umber of farms 
o work 
away from 
farm 
30 
Irrigated cropland-acres 14.6 
Total land-acres . . . . . . . . . .. 36.4 
Alfalfa-acres . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.1 
Total animal units 5.-5 
Investment 
Real estate 
Livestock ... . .. .. ... . . 
Machinery . . . . . . . . . .. . 
Feeds and supplies 
Total investment 
Receipts 
Crop sales 
Livestock sales ... 
Livestock products 
Miscellaneous 
Total cash receipts 
Inventory change 
Total receipts 
Expenses 
Current expense .... 
Livestock purchasE'd 
Total expense 
Farm income . . . ... .. . . . . ... .. .... . . 
Value unpaid labor 
Interest on investment 
Labor income 
Farm privileges 
Labor earnings 
Income other than farm 
...•. 
doll(~TS 
3,786 
266 
201 
67 
4,320 
278 
59 
190 
29 
556 
-16 
540 
438 
30 
468 
72 
47 
216 
. . -191 
232 
41 
16 
Part-time farms 
Less than 50 days 
50 days or more 
worked worked 
away away 
37 
13.9 
21.4 
4.5 
4.9 
dolla1'S 
3,107 
252 
165 
59 
3,583 
187 
35 
86 
105 
413 
418 
275 
16 
291 
127 
41 
179 
-93 
236 
143 
21 
38 
14.2 
40.2 
5.4 
4.8 
dollaTS 
3,564 
258 
259 
54 
4,135 
222 
81 
84 
318 
705 
- ·20 
685 
401 
32 
433 
252 
108 
207 
-63 
261 
198 
123* 
* Most of this is accounted for by two salaried persons. 
All 
part-time 
farms 
105 
14. 2 
32.5 
5.3 
5.1 
dollaTS 
3,467 
258 
209 
60 
3,994 
226 
59 
115 
160 
560 
-10 
550 
367 
26 
393 
157 
67 
200 
-110 
244 
134 
57 
Diver-
sified 
farm s 
zoo 
38.8 
78.7 
14.8 
17.4 
dol/ars 
7,680 
907 
491 
217 
9,295 
684 
297 
560 
186 
1,727 
140 
1,867 
943 
127 
1,070 
797 
171 
465 
161 
356 
517 
67 
ing the only employment of the farmer, would be characterized by rather 
intensive production and high yields. Such was not the condition in Utah 
County in 1935. Diversified far ms had 77 percent of cropped acreage in 
hay and small grains, part-time farms had 80 percent. Crop-yield index 
on part-time farms was 96 as compared with 106 on diversified farms, 
livestock yield 104 as compared with 113 on diversified farms (table 65). 
Intensity indexes were not much different on part-time and diversified 
Table 65. Selected indexes of size, yield and intensity on diversified and 
part-time farms, Utah County, 1935 
Item 
Crop yield index 
Livestock yield index 
Combined yield index 
Crop intensity index . .. ... . . .. . . . . 
Livestock intensity index . . .... .. . . 
Combined intensity index . .. .. . ... . 
Size index . ............................. . 
Production index ..... .. . . . ....... .. . .... . 
Number of man-work-units . .. .. ...... . 
Diversified farms 
106 
113 
108 
140 
161 
144 
94 
102 
357 
Part-time far ms 
96 
104 
99 
130 
1 4 
146 
30 
30 
119 
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farms. Size and production indexes and number of man-work-units on ' 
part-time farms were about one-third those of diversified farms. 
Part-time farm operators worked away from the farm slightly more 
than twice as many days as did operators of diversified farms, but still 
had almost twice as much unused time available for work off the farm 
(table 66). Operators of both diversified and part-time farms worked 
away only one-third of the days which were free from farm work. As-
suming that there are 300 work days in a year, one-half of the time of 
part-time farmers was available for work off the farm, but only one-
sixth was employed. If jobs were available to employ a substantial part 
of this' available time part-time farmers might do fairly well. 
Table 66. Days of work away from the farm, Utah County, 1935* 
Item Diversified farms 
days 
Days operator worked away from farm .. , . . . . . . . .. 26 
Days family farm labor worked away from farm. . . . 8 
Total . .. .. . , " , .,"' , . . . ... , . , . . . . . , . . ,' , . . . , .. , .. 
Additional days operator could have worked away . .. 
Additional days family farm labor could have worked 
away . . . . , . ... , .. , . , ." " .. ",. " , . . " . .. . . .. .. . 
Total ..... . .. . , . , " , . , ', . , " ,., " "" ' , .. .. , . . . . . . 
34 
45 
39 
84 
Part-time farms 
days 
53 
7 
60 
99 
39 
138 
*Days that could have been worked away without interfering with necessary work on the 
farm, Family farm labor includes male labor over 16 years of age not employed otherwise, 
The above data indicate clearly that the part-time farms in Utah 
County were not well-tilled gardens nor small intensive livestock enter-
prises. In kinds of crops grown and livestock enterprises followed they 
resemble closely the diversified farms of the area. 
The chief difference between full-time diversified farms and part-time 
farms is in size. Part-time farms in Utah County are in essence miniature 
diversified farms. 
Relation of Labor Earnings to Certain Factors 
Previous presentation has indicated definite relations between labor 
earnings and various production factors. The effect of differences in 
yield, size of farm and other factors on labor earnings per farm is shown 
more specifically in the following dis·cussion. 
A verage labor earnings per farm increased from $74 for farms having 
a combined yield index of 85 or less to $444 for those with a yield index 
of 86 to 120, and $936 for farms having yield indexes' of over 120 (table 
Table 67. R elation of yield to labor earnings, Utah County, 1935 
Labor earnings by farm type 
Yield index Crops* General Truck Dairy with crops All 
Field and and dairy and and full-time 
Group Average crop fruit poultry poultry livestock farms 
index dollm's dollars doUm'S dollars doUm's doUars 
8-5 or less 65 105 31 674 134 -3 74 
86 to 120 104 854 228 908 526 230 444 
Over 120 139 649 865 1,142 1,119 721 936 
... Includes crop-dairy, crop-poultry, and crop-dairy-poultry farms. 
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67). A similar relationship between yield and labor earnings existed for 
each type of farm in Utah County in 1935. 
Crop yields showed a greater range than livestock yields between high-
and low-yield groups . Crop-yield index in the low-yield group was 58 
as compared with 143 in the high-yield group, while livestock yield 
indexes were 92 and 13 1 respectively (table 68) . 
Table 68. Crop, lives tock, and combined yield indexes, Utah County, 1935 
A verage for full-time farms 
om bined yield indexes Crop Livestock Combined 
index 
85 or less ..... .... .. .... . ...... . . . . . . . . . . 58 
86 to 120 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 104 
More than 120 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .......... 143 
index 
92 
104 
131 
index 
65 
104 
139 
Labor earnings for the low-yield group were -$74, and for the high-
yield group $936 (table 69). Crop acres harvested were substantially the 
same for each yield group but number of animal units increased from 
6.3 in the low-yield to 15.4 in the high-yield group. Since numbers of 
livestock were greater on farms' with higher yields, high-yielding farms 
were also larger. Low yields associated with small size accounts for the 
production index of only 57 for the low-yield group while the reverse 
situation results in a production index of 136 for the high-yield group. 
Table 69. Relation of co'rnbined yield index to labor earnings and othe't 
factors, Utah County, 1935 
Crop 
Combined yield index Labor acres Animal Size Production 
earnings harvested units index index 
dollars aC1'es number index index 
85 or less . ... 74 38.3 6.3 88 57 
86 to 120 .. . ....... .. .... . 444 38.3 13.4 90 94 
Over 120 ............ .. 936 37.6 15.4 98 136 
Labor earnings per farm increased from $293 for farms having an aver-
age size index of 40 to $782 on farms with size indexes over 110 (table 70). 
Although there are some erratic figures, this s'ame general tendency for 
earnings to increase with size holds for each type of farm. 
Table 70. Relation of size of farm to labo'l" earnings by type of farm; 
Utah County, 1935 
Labor earnings by farm type 
Size index Crops Fruit Dairy with General 
Field and and dairy and crops and Al1 
Group Average crop truck poultry poultry livestock farms 
index dolla1's dollfl:rs dollars dol/m's dollars dollars 
Less than 50 40 253 149 945 407 240 293 
50 to 80 65 349 225 1,018 545 218 387 
81 to 110 93 375 396 728 505 428 486 
MOI'e than 110 158 467 281 1,213 954 523 782 
There were no large differences in yield or in intensity between the 
larger and smaller farms, but the larger farms had more acres of crops, 
more animal units and a larger capital investment (table 71). The pro~ 
duction index ranged from 44 for the grqup of smallest to 168 for the 
group of largest farms. 
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Table 71. Relation of size of farm to labor earnings and other factors, 
Utah County, 1935 
Size index Com- Crop Combined Labor Com- bined Capital acres pro-
Aver- earn- bined inten- invest- har- Animal duction 
Group age ings yield sity ment vested units index 
index dollal's index index doUal'S aC1'es numbel' index 
Less than 50 40 293 110 161 5,128 17.3 4.6 44 
50 to 80 65 387 103 156 6,558 29.4 7.3 67 
81 to 110 93 486 105 150 8,905 41.5 12.7 98 
More than 110 158 782 106 166 14,086 56.4 22.6 168 
A production index shows the combined effect of several factors, being 
influenced by number of acres, number of animal units, intensity of 
production, and yields. Labor earnings on all farms ranged from $122 
for farms having production indexes of less than 50 to $1,035 on farms 
having an index of more than 150 (table 72). Each group of farm types 
shows progressively larger labor earnings with each increase in production 
index except truck and fruit, and general crop and livestock farms, which 
have somewhat lower earnings in the highest group . There were no field-
crop farms in the group having highest production indexes. 
Table 72. Relation of product·ion index to labo?" ea?-nings on farms" 
County, 1935 
Utah 
L a bor earnings by farm type 
Production index Crops Truck Dairy with General 
Field and and dairy and crop and All 
Group A verage crop fruit poultry poultry livestock farms 
index daUaTs dollars dollars dollal's dollal's dollM s 
Less than 50 37 128 100 177 88 122 
50 to 100 72 333 182 547 403 256 325 
101 to 150 122 674 666 1,088 853 759 840 
More than 150 226 496 1,146 1,355 606 1,035 
Labor earnings per farm varied widely within each group. Part-time 
farms had the narrowest range, none of these falling in the lowest or in 
the highest income groups, with 46 percent of them in the group having 
labor earnings from 0 to $300 (table 73, fig . 19). General crop farms 
and specialized crop farms had relatively large percentages in the low 
earnings groups and none in the highest group. Farms on which crops 
Table 73. Pe?'centage of fanns falling in va'riou s gTOUpS on basis of labo?' 
ea?-nings, Utah County, 1935 
Labor earnings 
Type of farm 
Less - $600 -$299 
than to to 
$1 $301 $601 
to to to 
$901 $1,201 
to to Over 
- $600 - $300 . $0 $300 $600 $900 $1 ,200 $1. 500 $1,500 
pel'cent pel' cen t percen t percent percent pel' cent pel'cen t 1JeTcen t peTcen t 
Part-time farms 
General crop .. . ,. 
Specialized field crop 
General livestock 
Crops with dairy 
and poultry 
Dairy and poultry . 
o 4.4 26.6 46.0 18.6 2.6 .9 .9 0 
6.5 6.5 15.2 32.6 26 .1 4.4 6.5 2.2 0 
3.4 1.7 10.2 27.1 322 18.6 5.1 1.7 0 
o 0 13.3 33.3 20.0 13.3 6.7 6.7 6.7 
.8 
2. 9 
3.2 
o 
7.3 
5.9 
21.0 
2.9 
27 .4 
14.7 
145 
17.7 
8.9 
20.6 
7.2 
17.7 
9.7 
17, 6 
All full-time farms * :1.1 
All farms and ranches 2.7 
3.7 
4.2 
10.3 
14.3 
24.5 
29 .3 
24 .5 
22 .7 
13.1 
10.4 
88 
6.6 
6 0 
48 
6.0 
5.0 
* Since fruit yie lds were abnormally low, fruit and truck farms are included in total 
only. 
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Fig. 19. Percentage of farms in various labor earnings gr()ups" Utah County, 1935. 
The percentage of farms falling in the various income groups differs 
markedly among type of farms, the greates t contrast being between 
part-time farms, and dairy and poultry farms. 
were supplemented by livestock enterprises had relatively few in the lower 
income groups, the percentage in the higher income groups increasing with 
increases in the relative importance of the more intensive livestock enter-
prises, illustrating agam the contribution of dairy and poultry enterprises 
to higher income. 
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